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TIE PREFACE, 


122} Hole victories ate de+ 
E 22 (ernedly infoled a- 
[-/þ  mongſt the moſt no- 
$A \ bleand ibemprablem 
D a the monumets ofAn- 
tiquity, wherein an 
Enemy i 15s oneraſum mc with his own 
weapen. Thus Dauids beiting down 
that Tower ofthe Philiflines,ſcemed 
tothe Iſraclires, t to haue been a con» 
quelt ouer ten thowſand Enemies, 
Saul pereu/ſit mille, & Dauid decent mil= 
lis, becauſe he cut of Golias head; 

with Golias ſword. Thus the ſone of 
God & our deareſt Satour, purchaſt 
the nobleſt of all victotics, againſt the 


(0 "A 
AIST. 


| ſtrongeſt of all Enimies, vt qui in lignd 


vincebet in ligno quoque vinceretnr,be= 
cauſe he who overcame vsby a tree, 
was through him by a tree ouerco- 


| me. And chus, our deare Redeemer 


| having been furiouſly attacked by the 
 Tempter in the. deſert with the au- 
thoriry of his own word, put to flight 


| and vauquiſhed the ſameTempter by 


f & the 


the authority of the ſame word which }_ 


he had prefled againſt him, Hence it 
3s, that not the fling of Dauid were- 


with he begunne , but the fword of 


Golias was reſerned, and wrapt vp m 


a loly Ephod, in'the Tabernacle, as ) | 


an cternall crophe,and monumentof 
his vidory, F6n of that, anciently 
moſt ignominious, & hateful of crea- 


tures the croſfe 5 is now erected in | 


rriumphal maner nor only vppon che 
higheſt rowers of Chriſtian temples, 
but vppon the moſt ſacred.and foue- 
raigne heads of Chriſtian Emperours, 


And hence ir alſo is, thatthe Catho- | 


licque Church, hath foe carefully 
conferued, foe religiouſly honored, 
and glorioully criaphed in thoſe bre« 
athes ofdiuinicy the holy Scriptures, 
becauſe thar as her fpoufe ſtoprt the 


foncaine , foe ſhe by the hear of his | 


{piric hathy dried vp the troubled and 
diuided ftreames of all erronrs, and 


herelies, trough theyr heaucnly light | 


and authority. | 
F his is the victoty which I repreſent 
| ir 


| 
| 
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| « 
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in triumph in this preſent creatis , as 
the moſt heroicke amonglt all others 
ofthe Romane Church; becauſe it 
conquers herelie, by the weapen of 
herelie, vt qui iz verbo pugnabant , ip 
werbo qnoque vincepentur ; that thoſe 
vobo huue hitherto fourht wvith thcſole 
vvord,might be onercome vvith the ſole 
ovord. 

The Romane Church, even from 
the firſt Challenge of her aduerfaries 
in theſe laſt ages, hach given them 
the foile (nay quite defeared them) 
at the weapens of Antjquiry, vniuer- 


ſalty, vnity,ſucceſſion, vitibilicy,ſanc- 


tity, miracles, Fathers, Councils,rea- 
fon ,anthoriry,bur theſe wereſoefarre 
and clearly her weapens, that they 
ſcarce ever dirſt lay clayme to any of 


 them,and ſoc the victory (glaſled in 
| theyr eyes) ſexmes eyther none, or 


{mall , becauſe not gayned with a 
weapen of theyr chuſing, now there- 
fore ro accompliſh what ſhe hath oe 
proſperouſly attempted , {he accepts 
the combat cuen with that weapen, 
| T ; which 


THE PREFACE. 
which they cake (by miſtaking) ro be 
theyr own.” * 

It is the vvuritien voord of God, Vs | 
fole wivritten vvord, to which all ap- 
peall, here they boalt and glory, here 
they cxult and triumph,not only be- 
fore the victory,hutl befote the fight, 
this and this alone they take for theyer 
bucklar of defenſe, for theyr armour 
of proofe, for theyr deepe piercing 
dart, theyr {wife flying arrow, and 
theyr ſharp edged iord ; chis they 
brandiſh before the eyes of i innocets; 
with this they floriſh intheyr bookes, 
and Pulpirs,intheyr publicque medr- 
ings,and priuate conuenticles,nay in ' 
the very ſtreetes, and tauernes; and | 
that ſoc (cemingly with a plolle as 
falſe as it is faire, that they dazle the 
eycs of the vulgar, and ſtrike them 
with admiration in each motion of it, 
\ Here they fully perlwade chemſel- 
ues that thoſe of the Rowan Church 
dare nat medle with them, and take 
for granted, that whatſocuer wee 
hanc _—_ Tru them by othec 
| Weapens, 
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weapens, yet wee yceld our (clues 
clercly conquered by this.\So confi- 
detareour Aduerſaries in theyr own 
cqnceipts ! where as the Roman 
Church,neuer as yet acknowledged 
to have been eyther worlted, or ſoc 
much as rouched by any one text of 
Scripture which chey cuer preſſed 


| againſt her,witneſſe the many & lar- 
| gevglumes of full and cleere anſwers 
| tocuery ſenteEce objefted by her Ad- 
| verſaries. Neyther cuer refuſed ſhe 


to incounter her enemies, with this 
yeapen of theyr own chuling. True 
itis ſhe requiers iudges preſent, to 
ſec and derermine which parry hath 
the betger in the incounter, but crhey 
refuſe al] other iudges (quite contra- 
ry tothe light of reaſon) ſaue that ve- 
ry weapen where with rhey fight,and 
though ſhe ſtill keepe the feeld, con- 
tinue on the c6bar, & maintaine the 
quarel,withourt ſoe much as yeelding 
eyther a ſtep or hairs breadth, not 
wichftading ſhe muſt be worſted,only 
becauſlc her aduerfarics ſay ſheis. 

| i 4 What 
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What will an imparciall ey judge 


of ſach proccedings : > yet to ſhew | | 


how empty and vaine all rheſe flo- 
tiſhes are, and how ſtrong deſires 
{he hath of the erernall good of her 
enimies , rather then leaue them 
wholy deſticure of redreſſe,ſhe free- 
ly like an indulgent mother con- 
deſceds to rheyrinfirmities,and con- 
formes her ſelfe to theyr wayward 
humours,and that ſoc farre,as to cx- 
pole the equirie of her cauſe cuen ro 
the indgement of her very Aduerſa- 
ries, and confides with holy Dauid, 


&+ inimici ' noſtri ſunt iudices , that euen 


her moſt forward enimies,will not be 
ſoc voyd of light, reaſon, and equity, 
as notto acknowledge her conque- 
rant,and themſelue vanquiſhed,cuen 
in theyr own judgements, and with 
theyr own weapen. 

Thus ſhe enters the liſt, and con- 
fides in the ſtrength of her God and 
ſpouſe that the day wil be hers. And 
findes noe ſurer meanes to incom- 
paſſe i ic then by diſarming her eni- 
mie, 
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J mic, becauſc to diflarme him him, ig 
'T to diſlanimarte him , for yeeld he 
1 muſt, when he can feight noe longer, 
1 Thaue indeayored in this preſent 
1 Treatis, to giue my Readers an eſſa 
of this kinde of viftory ofthe Roman 
! Church,where in I hope he will finde 
| jt manifeſt thar the texts which our 
| Aduerfaries yſually alleadge againſt 
| theRomane doqrine in ſuch points 
| as I have tuched, are not arguments, 
{ but miſtakes. 
| Andcrtharſoe groſle and palpable 
that halfe an ey may diſcouer them. 
Thus therefore the matter ſtands, 
and the combat proceeds betwixt vs. 
| Our Aduerfaries haue now abouc 
1] a hidred yeares proclamed through 
| the eares of Chriſtendome that the 
1 Romane Church reliſts the known 
| truth,and the euident teſtimonies of 
| thewritren word of God:a heauy ac- 
: cuſation! I demand in the pourſuic 
] of this diſcours,thar theſe teſtimonies 
be cited and euidenced out of the 
authenticall editions , an originall 
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languages of the holy Biblc. Jn place | 
of thele they preſſe the words of | 
theyr own lare cranflations. Theſe ] | 
proue to be diſſonant & diſagreeing 


from the originall, and ſoe nor rhe 
words of true Scriprure,but of afalſe 
tranflarion,will make againſt vs. They 
rell me that whatſocuer the words 
are in the originall , yet the ſenſeis 
euidfly againſt the Roman Church. 
Idemad how, ſhall the ſenſe {ar leaſt 
in theyr principle of ſole Scripture) 
cuer cuidently appeare bur by the 
words of the originall, They rell me, 
whatſocuer the words be, yet the 


ſenſe is cuidenc. I reply chat I am | 


nothing mouued with theyr ſaing, 


without cheyr provuing. They bid me |] 


proue that it is nor exudenr. I tell 
them,that it belongs to him who affir- 
mes,to proue his own afſertion.which 
if they refuſe, the whol world wall 
_ diſcouer that they haue nothing eui- 
_ in the whol Bible againſt the 

enets of the Roman Church. Yerto 
comply beyond all obligation, I va- 
der 
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dertake” ro' proue' that the texty 


{ which they moſt preſſe againſt vs,arc 
I ncycher cujdet, not ſoe much as pro- 


bable, bur evidently inſufficient,and 
not ſoe muchas capable of thar ſenſe 
which they draw from them to make 
them ſound againſt 'vs, and conſg- 
quently nothing but pure miſtakes. 
And yet farther, that nothing may 
be-yyancing to a full victory, I preſle 
againſt chem clere vvotds eyther out 
oftheyr own Traſlations,or out of the 
originall,the force whereofthey Can- 
not pollibly auoyd, þut eyther by de- 
nijng, the plaine and proper ſenſe of 
the vvords, and flying to tropes, and 
figures, & impropriexies, & {ſhadows 


| andab(curities,and thar vvithout any 


necellity , ſaue only of mainteyning 
theyr own aſſertions; or tranſlating 
the x TE: ſecondary ſignifica- 
tion , leauing the primary and molt 
proper vyhen it makes againſt them, 
| vvhich notyvichſtanging they purin 
| other. places vvhere- it makes not 
_ them ; or by tranſlating the 
words 
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words quite contrary to the originall 


(cuE.by theyr own ackygowledgemet) 
or vyhenthey are ſoc troughly preſt 
thattheyr is uoeway of elcaping,to 
xejet che expreſſewords of the neuer 
queſtioned otiginall,and aftirme thar 
they crept out the margent into the 
LCXr. 

The diſconery of theſe , and ſuch 


like particulars,is che maine drift,and. 


ſumme of this Treats. vvhich I haue 
intiteled, Sc4ipture miſtaken the ground 
of Proteſtants, &c. The occaſion of 
my falling vppon which » VVas as 
follows. 
This Trearis, yvas at firſt apriuate 
controuerſic,in anſwer toa long Ca- 
thalogue of texts,taten (and miſtaken) 
out ofthe Proteſtants Bible, and ſent 
roa Perſone of qualicy, to diuert him 
from theRomane faith. Through im- 
portunity of friends I condeſcended, 
chat it mighr paſſe the print, hoping 
thar ſome might reape profit from it, 
and therefore couched itin a plaine 
& caly' ſtile thatnot only the learned, 
but 
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but the vulgar alſo might vnderftand 
it. I keepe my ſelfe cloſe ro Sctiprure 
in the vvhol procefle,and connexion 
| | of my proofes eyther againſt my Ad- 
 {F verſary, orin my own cauſe, ſcarce 
affirming any thing vvhich I confirme 
J not by one clere texr or other , and 
{ chofe fuch'as Thaue read,and diligerly 
] examined my lelfe,in vvhar language 
focuer I cite them, and therefore, if 
| any falſedealing be found in the ci- 
tations I am contenr, (as in that caſe 
T ſhould yvell deſerue) to bere the 
{ ſhame of ir. Phe texts whrehT anſwer, 
| are thoſe vvhich are commonly , and 
cheefly ſtood vppon by Proteſtants, 
and indeede vvhich mainly v vichhold 
them from imbracing the Romane 
| faith, and the points of controuerſie, 
ſuch asare the molt preſled againſt vs, 
and maintayned by our Aduerfaries, 
foe that I kaue noe reaſon to doubr, if 
the Readers be once conuinced that 
they have noe ground againſt vseuen 
in theyr own Bible in theſe maine, 
and radicall conrrouerfies,(as I amin 
greats 
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greate hope they vvil be) that they 
vvill at leaſt beginne to ſuſpeCt the 
vveakeneſle of cheyr own, and to dif- 
couer the ſtrength of our cauſe, and 
foe put themſelues in a fare vvay of 
returning to the boſome : of that 
mother-church, from vvhich the late 


miſtakers, and miſuſers of holy Scriptu- |? 
re haue ſeduced them. Some contro- ! 
verfies of lefler moment ſet down in 


the paper,I have here omitted(which 


I reſerre to an other octafion) being } 


now preſſed, for vvant of time ,to 
content my (clte vvith theſe. 


 Wherein char I may proceed vppon ! 
a ſuer foote, Tobſeruc this methode; | 


firſt I ſer down plainly and vnquel- 
tionably,the Dodtrine of the preſent 
Romane Church,deliuered as ſuch in 


the cxpreſſe vvords of the Council of | 


Trent ,in each controuerſy vvhich I 
treat , there by ſtating aright the 


— diſabuſing the Proteſtant 
caders,vvho are commonly vyholy 


miſlin formed of our dodrine, by a | 


vvyrong conccipt of it, inſtilled into 
them, 
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them, & preſcruedin them,by eyther 
the malice , or ignorance of theyt 
Teachers. 

Secondly I ſet down the Proteſtane 
poſitions, eyther as I finde them in 
the paper , or in the nine-and chirty 


Articles of the Engliſh Proteſtant 


| church. 


Thirdly,t cite and anhyer the texts, 


of rhe Aduerſary , by dilcouuering 
| clerely the ſeuerall makes coteyned 


in them. and laſtly I allcadge ſome 


| plaine paſſages of Scripture, as they 
| ſtand inthe Proteſtant Bible,in con- 
2 firmation of our dodrine. 


The greateſt fauour therefore that 


| Iexped from you deare contrymen, 


is,that you fpare me nor, neyther in 
* ghly examining what alleadge, 
nor in demanding fatisfa&tion in 


} matters which you cannot fully exa- 
7 mine,of _ abler,andlearneder 
| then your ſeltes. 


Pleaſe therefore to ponder vyhat 


[ = read noc leſſe impartially , then 


(crioufly , to dilingage your clues 


from 


from that vvithdrawing bias, vihich 
education, cuſtome ; contry, friends, 
ſclfe loue,will, and iudgement haue 
inſenſibly inſtilled into your harts.la- 
bour with a ſtrong & humble deſire 
to be informed aright, with a loue of 
truth,aboue all tranſitory intereſts of | 
this ſhort and miſerable life, & laſtly 
haue your earnelt recoutle to Allm. * 
God, both to diſcoucr what is beſt for 


your etetnal welfare ;and to imbra- J. 


ce it when you haue diſcouered ir, 
preferre God before creatures; your 
foul before your body,heauen before | 
earth,and before time;eternity. 


SCRIBTVRE MISTAKEN 
THE GROVND 

OF PROTESTANTS, &c: 
THE FIRST CONTROVERSIE: 


Concetning the vvorthip 
of Saints and Angells. | 
The dofEtrine taught, belecued, nd 


profelled in this point as martet 
of faith, by che Romain Church, 


And diineredin the Cohicil of Trent 
. 4s Such. Seflione 2.4, 

2 Andat ſana Syhodus omni- 
& bus Epiſcopis,& ceteris docen= 
y IS di munus, curamque fſuſtinen= 
S497! (9 tibus, ve — Fidecles diligenter 
FR inſtruant, docentes cos, Santos 
yna cum Chrifto regnantcs, 
oratiohes faas pro Hominibus Deo offerre; 


Ybonum arque vrile cle ſuppliciter cosinuoca- 
Fre; & ob beneficia impetranda, a Deo per Fi- 


liam gius Ieſum Chriftum Dominum neſtrum,qui ſo- 
A Ii 


lus nofter Redemptor & Saluator eft , ad corum 
orationes,opem,auxiliumque confugere: 
Heholy Synode commands all Bifhops, 
and the reſt which haue the office and | 
care of teaching that — they diligently in- | 
tru faithfull people, teaching them, that the 
Saints which raigne togeather with Chriſt, 
offer yp theyr praires to God for men; thatit 
rs good , and profitable humbly to inuoke 
them, and to have recourſe to theyr praires, 
helpe,and affiſtance , to obteyne benefits of 
God through his Sone Ieſus Chriſt our Lord, who | 
@lone i our Redeemer and Sautonr 
W hence it is cleare, that according to the 
Council of Trent(to whoſe doctrine all thoſe } 
of the Romain Church hold themſclucs obli. | 
cd to ſubſcribe) firſt , that wee pray not the | 
aints, That they Should procure any bleſ- | 
fings by theyr ſole force and vertu indepen» | 
dant of God, but only that they preſcnt theyr | 
praires to God to obteyne them of him, for vs, 
orationes ſuas pro hominibus Deo offerre , which 
plainely clcares ys from all idolatry ,in this 
particular, both they and wee praying to the 
fame one only God. And ſecondly,we haue |} 
not recourſc to theyr praires to God , asif } 
they were to be granted for the worth and | 
dignity of the Saints imdepedently of Chriſts 


 mexits,but only through and for his merits,ob 


beneficia impetranda a Deo per Filium eius lefurs | 
Chrt- 


w /,77;” he YwoY chit "S4mtie.. 


Chriſtum Dominum noſtrum, to obtcyne benefits 
of God, through his Sone Iclus Chriſt our 
2 Lord,excluding the Saints from being eyther 
I $ our Redeemers, or Sauiours, which we all 
- F acknwledyeto be chriſt alone , qui ſolus noſter 
C YT Redemptor & Saluator eft , as this holy Council 


, here teaches vs , which. makes vs,vndeniably 
l free from the leaſt ſhaddow of injury done to 
C our Sauiour , and his infinite merits when we 
» Z inuoke the Saints. 

f þ Thirdly we are here taught to giue re 
0 } gence, and worſhip to the Saints in heauen 


| ſuppliciter eos inuocare ; to inuocque them hume 
© { bly,deuoutly,ſuppliantly,neyther asGods,nor 
c as ſauiours, but as pure crcatures reigning 


- J with Chriſt, and as dependent of God , an 


© 3 Chriſt as we are our ſelues, as appeares by the 
- | former words of the Council now cited. 

- þ Laſtly we are here taught, that this humble 
'T ' invocation of the Saints {and the ſame is of 
9 4 Angels)is good 6 profitable, but the Council 
h reaches not, neyther giues any generall com- 
ls mad to inuoke them, nor that the aual prac 
C tice of it isabſolutly neceſlary to Saluation,or 
© # thatnoe man can be ſaued, who hasnot thus 
if } humbly inuoked the Saints, for theyr praires 
d are only furthering helpes, not neceſſary me= 
ts 3 anecs to Saluation, foe that, noe man is bound 
5» 4} to belccuc any abſolute neceſſity of it, bur in 
m 7 rigour it is ſufficient not to reiectitas bad,or 


2 A Z hurts 
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hurtfull, but to allow 6f it as good and profi- 
table, leauing the | $5” RE not practice,the 
| ny leſſe uſe of it to cucry ones particit= 

ar picty,and deuotio. This I ſay not to induce 
any one to thinke,thatit were eyther laudable 
or allowablc,in ſuch as belecue the goodnel- | 
{c,and profit of this inuocation ( as all Ro« 
main Catholicques muſt doe) neuer,or very 
ſeldsme, to practice it , for this were to be 
ſupinely negligent in vſing the helpes,which | 
wee belceue ro be profitable for our ſpirituall 2 
good, (asthe ſame appcares in deſiring the 

raires of Gods ſcruants whilſt they liue here 
on carth , which is nor abſolutly neceſſary, 
but yet good and profitable)but I lay it only, 
that all may know diftin&tly what the Coun= 
cil here teaches as neceffary , and what only 
asgood,and profitable,and to difſabuſc vulpat ? 
Proteſtants, who thinke that the Romain * 
church tcaches,that it is as neceſſary to ſalua- | 
tion toinuoke and worſhip the Saints , as to 
inuoke and worſhip Chriſt, himſelfe. Hauing 
thus declared the docrine of the Romam . 
church delivered in the Council of Trent, let 
usnow ſcc,what Proteſtants allcadpe aganilt 
3$,out of Scripture miſtaken, 


-. 


—_— VO We. WW 5 © 


Jgainſt the worſhip of Saints, A 


The firſt Proteſtant Potion, 
Thus framed by the opponent. 


God only to be worſhipped, therefors 
neyther Saint nor Angell. 


This is proucd by Scripture miſtaken, 
Mat.4.10. 


| If is written , thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy Got, 


and him anly ſhalt thou ſerue,laith Chriſt. 
The firſt miſtake. 


The words of this text affirme not that God only 
i to be worſhipped, 


= text ſaith thus, thou ſnalt worſhip the 
Lord thy God, from which cannot be proy- 


ed , thou ſhalt worthip the Lord thy God 
euly, that word only being not ioyned in this 


F text, tothe worſhip of God, as no Proteſtant 

# can, or docs prouc that God only is to be 

{ feared, fromthe like text of Scripture. Thou Levie, tg, 
! ſhalt feare the Lord thy God, ({ceing that 4 wite is v.14. 


commanded to feare her huſband , Ephel.y. 
25. And ſubicRs to feare theyr Magittrates, 
and Gouernours, Rom. 13.4. Ncyther is any 
enc ſoc {cnſlefle to affirme,that God only is to 

A 3 be 


Scripture miſtaken 


Þ\ __ 3. be loued, becauſe Dauid faies, O love the Lord 


all yee hu Saints, for if God only that is none 
faue God were to be loued then noe man 
were to loue his neighbour, which not with 
ſtanding is moſt ſtrictly commanded, as all 
know , nor huſbands to louc theyr wiucs, 
which S. Paul commands Epheſ.5.v.25. and 
how come they then to proue, that God only 
15to be worſhipped, becauſe the Scripture here 
cited commands ys to worſhip God, but come 
mands noe more to worl{hip him only, then 
the former texts, to feare and loue him only. 
How come they, I fay, to vrge ſuch a text as 
this, without the leaſt appearance of proolc, 
but by a pure miſtake of the words of Scriptu- 
re ? eſpecially ſceing that the Scripture in an 
other place, commads vs as clearly to worſhip 
{omething befide Gad , as it commands to 
| feare and louc others beſide God, Pfalme 99. 
F-worſhip his foorflole. where the very ſame He- 
brew,and Grecke phraſe,and words are vicd, 
which are in this text cited. Mat.4. 10. Thor 
ſhalt worſvip the Lord thy God ; howſocuer that 
text P{:l.99 .is miſtranſlated by Protcſtants, 
as I ſhall ſh-w here afcer. Andethe Prophete 
Iay foretels that the enimies of Hierufalem, 
ſhould worthip the ſteps of her feete, Ifay 60. 
14-but what ſocucr be meant by thoſe ſteps, 
certainly it cannot be God, therefore the text 
of Scripture,cited Mat.4.commands not, that 
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Againſt i 
God only ſhould be worſhipped. If any Pro. 
teſtant ſhoud ſay,that though the word only, 
be not ioyned to worſhip,yet it is ioyned to ſerue 
th | inthe text cited, Mat. 4.4nd him only ſhalt thox 
all | ſerne,which ſeemesto be of as much force, as 
'S Þ& fit were ioyned to worſhip. Tanſwer, that if 
id | thc Opponent had framed the Proteſtant po. 
ly | fition thus, God only to be ſerued, therefore neyther 
re # Saint nor Anyell, the latter part of the text 
1» 7 hauing,und him only ſhalt thou ferue,there might 
n } haue beene ſome ſhew of proofe,in alledging 
7. 7 theſe words Mar. 4. But ſecing the m .. 
$S runs thus, God only to be worſhipped,and the text 
» # Gath not , thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord 
- thy God only , but thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord tl 
1 # God,who ſcesnot,that there is noc {hew at all 
; 
) 


3 ofprootc in it? as when the Scripture ſayth, | 
I Thou ſhelt feare the Lord thy Ged,and him only ſhalt © *%r-19, 
thou ſerue , one might at leaſt ſeemingly proue For 
from this ſcatence, that God only, is to be ſerned, 
but one ſhall neuer roue,by the force of thole 
words,that God only u to be feared.If a Proteſtant 
ſhould reply, that worſhip, and ſerue, ſceme to 
lignify the ſame thing , and foe only bein 
added, to ſerue, is as much as if it were added 
7 ro worſhip.I anlwerthat if wee haue regard tq 

the Greeke text, (in which only the Jifference 
betwixt work, and ſerue in Mat.the-4.v.10. 
is clearly diſcoucred)there isalarge difference 
betwixt thoſe two words , the one ſignifying 
| A4 pr9- 
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properly k and by mere for 


. 


e © 
worthip in generall,and ſoc yſed hers in 
holy Scripture, to figniſy both rhe worſhip 
due to God,and to men, Sains,and Angells, 
and the other a ſeruice due to God only,and 
neucr applycd to the religious ſeruice of any 
creature, which I ſhall here after make mani- 
tcſt.Belide,ſeruc ſignifies more largely, then 
worſhip, for wee ſcrue God by faith , hope, 
charitie,obedience,and all good workes done 
ro his honour , but wee worſhip ©. him, only 
by an act ofReligion, As appeares. Hebr.12. 
28, ler vs haue grace , wereby we may;zglcrue 
God acceptably with Rceuercnce and 
Godly fear. | | | 


MISTAKE IL 


Worſhip miſſappliedin thu text, 
| Mat..4.10. | 


| Haue allready proucd that this text,come 
L mands not that God onlyſhould be worſh= 
ipped, becaulc it ſaiesnot thou ſhallte worſhi p 
the Lord thy God only ; but though it had 
faid ſoe, yct it were to, be ynderſtood not to 
forbid,the exhibiting of all kind of worſhip 
ro any {aue God, bur only fuck worſhip as 1s 
roper to God alone, and which without 
Sactile ge,and Idolatry cannot be giuen to any: 


, 


> Wy 


the word, 


loarnſt the worſhip of SHINES. 9 


þut to.God. Thus though Sajnt Paul fay, that 
God only hath immortality , yet that muſt be;, Tim. 6, 
IÞ Evnderſtood of a moſt divine, infinite , andy, 
S» Eyncreated immortaliay proper to God alone, 
fel and not of all kinde of immortalities, for then 
y FS.Paul would contradict him ſelfte, when he | 
i- Faith, that our mortal bodies ſhall put on imusor- 1-Cor.1y. 
n Frality. Thus when our Sauiour ſaid, none is good 54: 
*> Bare one,that is Ged,it muſt only be vnderſtood Lue.18.1y 
& Fofan clientiall, incomprehenſible goodnes, 
y for otherwiſe , that text would be contraric, 
» J$to$.Luke, ſaying and behould there was 4 man 1 ac: 3+ 
© Yoramed loſeph, which was a counſeller,a good man and x5, 
i $4iu#,znd to that of the Acts which ſpeaking 
of $.Barnabas,ſaith that he was 4 good man,and , g, ,,,1 
ul of the holy Ghoſt. Now as there are differeut 
kinds, of Immortalities and poodnefles , the 
one infinitely perte&h, diuine , eſſentiall, and 
yncreared,the other,imperfeR, humane , ac- 
cidentall, and created; ſoc that the ſcriptures 
aſcribing the one to God- only, and the other 
, FFto creatures,are &aitly reconciled,and playnly 
; Jrnderſtood without any ſhew of contrariety, 
| Jorcontradiftion, amongſt them ſclues,or in- 
jury to God, ſoc are there in Scrtpture differ- 
ent kindes of worſhips, the one acknowlcd- 
ging, and cxÞihiting honour to,an Infinite, 
divine, vncreateU immortality, and goodeſle 
in the Perſon , which he werſhips, and the 
ether a creaded and finite; T hus in the text 
*Þ A x5 Cited, 


10 ' Scripture miſtakes 


cited, Mar.4.10, Thou ſhalt worſhip, the Lord thy 
God,though the word worſhip,conſidered in it | 
{clte, ſignific properly both theſe Kinds of 


worſhips, yet as it Iyes here,it muſt be taken for 


the firſt kinde,of higheſt and cheifeſt worſhip ! 
ouly ; but the very ſame word , both in he- | 


brow , greeke. latine , and Engliſh, in other 


laces of Scripture, muſt be taken tor the | 


Second kinde of lower and: inferour worſhip, 
acknowledging , and intending ws þ tO Cx 


preſſe, an imperte&, limited , and created | 


goodnefſle,in the perſos,or things worſhpped. 
Thus we read in Genclis , The ſones of thy father 


ſhall adore, or worſhip thee Saith Tacob, bleſfin : | 
his ſonne Iuda. And of the btetheren of Iol- 


eph, ſaluting theyr brother , when his bretheren 
had worſhipped him,and nothing more ordinary 
in holy hcripture , then worſhip giuen to 
ny in dipnity , and authority. As there- 


ore this Proteſtant poſition , that God only is to | 


be worſhipped, being vnderſtood (at it muſt hers 


by the opponent)that noe worſhip ath all is to * 
be pgiuen to any ſaue God,playnly conrradidts | 


thoſe and the like places of $ criptutc. Soe the 
Romaine Catholique poſition, that ſome kinde 
of worſhip , is tobe exhibited to others, then God , is 
both cuidently conſonant to theſe texts, and 
noe way diflapreeing, from that of Mat.4.10. 
and the like texts, wich command vs to 
worſhip God,nay thongh they ſhould com- 

| | mand 
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| be worſhipped with ſome kin 


Again?t the worſhip of Saints. ag 


{mand vs to worſhip God, only , beecauſe fuch 
$ commandsarc all wayes to be vnderſtood, of 


that firſt,and higheſt kinde of worſhip,aboue 
mentioned ; neyther is there any poſſible 
meanes to reconcile , different places of 


| Scripture , which ſceme to aſcribe to Go 


only,that,which in other places is aſcribed to 


| creatures , but by ſuch diſtin&tions , of per=- 


fecions,or werthips,as I haue declared, And 
this is ſoc cleare , that it muſt be , and is con- 


q felled , by Protcftans themſclues, who gee - 


nerally praunt, that R-ligious worſhip is to 
be giuen to God only , but ciuil worſhip to 


J creatures ; wich diſtin&ion being once ads 


mitted , the opponent, will neuer be able to 
conuince any thing againſt the worſhip of 
SainQts and Angels,out of Mat.4.10. for itone 
will terme the worſhip giuen to Saints and 


J Angels,aciuil worſhip, as I will preſently de- 


monſtrate Proteſtants muſt doe,ifthey make 
noc diſtintion betwixt religious worſhips, 
then euen Saints and Angles may be worf- 


J hipped art the leaſt with tome kinde of ciuil 


$ worſmip , cucn according to Proteſtants , note 


withſtanding thath text of Mat.q.1o. which 
according to them muſt be . ynderftood to 
forbid only Religious worſhip to any {auc 
God, But becauſe the common tenet of Cas 
tholique Doctours is, that things created may 
of Religious 
wotlhips 


- 
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2 Scripture miltaken 


warſhip , I will make it euident out of Scrip« 


ture, that ſome Religious worſhip hath becn, 
and may be lawfully exhibited to creatu- 
res , and foe not ro God only , Thus wee 
read in the bookes of Kings , that the 
captaine of Fo men worſhipped Elias the 


- Prophete, and go men together the Pros 


phete Elizeus, and after the Sunamite res 
ceiuing her reuined ſone, adored the ſame 


| Prophete;Thefame is of Moyles commanded 


to adore the grond where on God ſtood,and 


-4- of Dauid commanding to worſhip the faot- 


ftoole of Gad. And lealt it ſhould be thought 


'* that this manner of worſhipping was only in 
* v{cin the ould teſtament , wee haue an ex- 


preſſe preſident of it in the new, for our Sa; 
niQUT in the reuclation {; peakesto the Angell 


* of philadelphia thus. Behould 1 wil make the 


(that is his enimycs) come 4nd worſhip before 
thy feet. | 
Now that it may appeare, that theſe acts 
of worſhip, were Religious, and nat meerely 
ciuill, wce muſt know in general, that worſhip 
@ nothing but an humiliation of our ſelues in acknows- 
ledgmtt of fore goodtteſſe, and gxcellecie,in that which 
wee worſhip, Soe that there are two kinds of 
worſhip the one interiour,the other cxteriour, 
the interiour is1n the minde,and ſoul only,the 
extcriour is that intexiour {izniteyd by lome 
Þumiliation of the body , {oc thatthough one 
may 


4 


may haue the inward of the ſoule , without 
any outward of exteriour in the body,yet one 
cari Heucr haue a true at of exteriour, or 
bodily worſhip without an interiour worſhip; 
inthe ſoule,thus the ſouldiers in the tyme of 
our 5auiours paſſio,though they bended theit 


f knees to him, which is one part of extcriour 


worſhip taken Separately, and abſolutely in it 
ſelke , yet becauſe it was not accompanied 
with the inward humiliation of the ſovle, it 
was noe at of worſhip, but of mockericiI ſay 
it followes,that as the outward corporall hu. 
miliatiou is conſtitured,an aQt of true worthip, 
by the inward intention of the minde, Soe are 
the different Kinds of worſhips diſtinguiſhed 
only by the diffcrent intentions , and humis- 
hations of the ſoule; For the yery fame , ex- 
ternall comportment and proſtration of the 
body may be yied both when wee worlhip 
God,an Angell,a Saint, an Apoſtle, a Biſhop, 
aPricſt,a King, a Magiſtrate, a father, a mot- 


her, &c. thus the very fame hebrew , and Exod,zo; 


pronke word , is vicd inthele different worls 4: 


ps, (the ſame bowing and kneeling TÞ en.49, 
practikcd to them all as I hauc allready g,,_,,. 


proued.But though the ſame cxternall geſtur- g, 


es of the body may be vcd to all, yer they z.Kiog.r. 


tdeome different kinds of worthips, according, 3: 


tothe different humiliations , intentions, and - 10g.2, 
Kknowledgments , which he who worthips + King.49 


dehircs ;4, 


defires to expteſſe by thoſe outward de. 

rtments of the body. Thus if whenT knecle 
Fat to exhibite worſhip to the Creatour 
and maker of all tkings ; : ta kuceling will} + 
be a divine worſhip proper to God only ; If} « 
T kneele with intention to acknowledge only ' 
ſome ciuil dignity,or morall exccllency in the ! 
perſon before whom I keele , it will bc a | 
meere ciuill worſhip, but it I kneele betore,or Þ ! 
toſome other thing,or perſon,with intention 
to acknowledge in them*a worth or dignity, | 
neyther infinite nor diuine, but finite and | 
createed, neyther yet ciuil, morall, humane, J ' 
and naturall, but chriftian, ſpirituall, and fu-  - 
pernaturall,ſuch a kneeling will neither be an 
at of divine worſhip , proper to God only, 
nor of ciuill worthip, proper to perſons or 
things indued with meare humane , and na« 
LO mt will be ana of ſuper. 
naturall,and religious worthip taken in a-lar- | 
ger ſenſe , as I hall preſently declare. Thus 
vree {ee that the different intentions of the | 
mynde, make the faine exteruall , kneelings | 
of the body,to be differet kinds of worſhips, 
by intending there by to acknowledge, 4 
worth in that which is worſhipped , diuine, 
Supernaturall,or ciuill ; ſoe that all the diffi- 
67.4 inthis matter,conſifts in ſhewing clearly, 
that there are theſe three different worths, 
or excellencies,to be acknowledged and ho- 
noted, 


nored, by ana of worſhip. Two of theſe;ts 
witt , divine, and ciwll excellency , the one 
found in God alone, the other in the cinill 
Magiſtrazc,all Proteſtans Acknowledye, the 
d:fficulty therefore at the laſt, comes to make 


$ it cleare,that there is allſo a third worth, and 
1 exccllency,which is neyther infinite, nor in- 
J created, nor diuinc, ___ humane, or na- 


turall, but wholy ſpiritual, and ſupernaturall, 
inſpired or communicated , aboye all reach, 
of naturall force andlight , from the hol 


Ghoſt, and giuen to men, through the only 
1 merits, and by the authoriry of our Sauiour. 
{ Theſe heauculy exccllencies I find to be of 

two ſorts the one intcrnall , and iuſtifying 


oraces and oifts,orat the leaſt giuen freely to 
men,as other ſupernaturall things: the other 
extcrnall powers and authoritics : both which 
I will conuince out of holy Scripture , to 
be ſuch ſupernaturall gifts of God as I haue 


J affirmed. S.Iames , ſpeaking of the internall : 
praces ſaith thus.Euery beſt and perſett gift is from 12mes 1s 
Y aboue , deſcending from the father of light. And , 
g S.Paul by the grace of God I am what I am , and 
bis grace was not voyd in me. and that of our Ioho.ry. 

Souiour, without me yee can doe nothing. And +5: ; 
S.Iohn. Soe many as receined him he gaue them the \0R9.1,10» 


power to become the ſones of God, who are not born 
of blood , nor of the will of the fleſh,nor of the will 1 
Man but of God, And many lke texts , whic 

Cul 


euidently proue , that all tr 

Sandttirie, is a free gift of God, abouc the 
force of mans nature, vhderſtanding and will, 
and this Proteſtans commonly graunt, and 
hoe Chiriſtiafi can deny, withour talling in to 
Pelayianiſme. Colicerning the cxternall au- 
thority,digtiity,and preheminencie of Eccles 
flaſticall perſones inthe truc Chriſtian church; 
they are as euidently aſctibed to Chtiſt, and 
the holy Ghoſt as the former, Thus S.Paul; 
t.Cor.1z. And ſome vetily God hath ſet in the church,firit Apo= 
v.28.29. ſtles, ſecondly Prophetes,thirdly Dodtours, next mirac- 
les, then graces of doing cares, helps,gouermens,kinds of 

fongues. W hich he aſcribes-with marry other 
heauenly gitts,to the holy Ghoſt, towardsthe 
begihing of this chapter, in the words fol 

lowing. And there are diuiſions of graces, but the 

x.Cor.tz, ſame ſpirits And there are diuiſions of miniſtries,but 
4:5-6-7+ the ſante Lord. And there are dinifions of workes but 
9.10. theſathe God whoworkes all in all ; But to euery one 
# given the manifeſtation of the ſpirit to profutcTo one 

the ſpirit is given the word of wiſdome; but to 

another the word of knowledge according to the fame 

ſpirit: to an au other ſaith in one ſpifit © to an other 

the worke of pdwer,td an other Prepheſic,to another 

diſcretion of firits ; to ati other kinds of tongues, to 

an other interpretation of ſpeeches; Ali theſe, works 

one an the ſame ſpirit diniding to exery one 4s he will. 

Gallath. And to the Galathians. And he (that is our 
4-11.12. Sauiour) hath ginen ſome to be Apoſtles, others : 


ue grace , and 


ramſt the worſhip of Saints. © 7 


be Prophets, others to be Enargeiiſts, but others to bs 
Paſtours and Doctours , to the conſummation of the 
Saints into the worke of the miniſtry to the edifying 
of the body of Chriſt , till wee all meete in the ynit 

of ſaith, and the acknowledgment of the ſone of God, 
in 4 perfeft man, in the fullneſſe of the age of Chrift, 
whence it isclcare,that not only in the Apoſt= 
Ics tyme, but through all ages till the cnd of 
the world , the dignities in the church were 
to be guitts of our Sauiour,and not conferred 
by any authonty purely humane , and na-« 
turall. And as thoſc teſtimonies couince, hat 
both inward holineſſe , and eccletiaſticall 
dignities are gifts of the holy Ghoſt,and con« 
ferred by the power and Authority, deriucd 
from Chriſt; ſoc lickewiſe the worth and ex= 
ccllency of the Saints in heauen, are to be ac- 


counted the higheſt and chieteſt ſupernatural 


gifts, and graces of God. Thus S. Paul. The Rom.6, 
grace of God (Proteſtants reade thegiſi of God) is 23. 


etcrnall life , which all the Saints of heayen inioy. 


And S.Iohn.Befaithfull vntill dearh,and I will gine Roucl.z, 


the a crowne of life. And S.Mart, Tee ſh.ll ſit yppon 
twelue ſeates,tudging the twelue tribes of iſr.cll. And _ 


$.Paul. Know you not that the Saints ſhal indge the \ Cor,s; 
world,if the world ſhat! be iudged by you, are you Wh 1.3.4. 


worthie to iudge of ſmall matters. Know you not that 
wee ſhall iudge the Angells, how much more thi; g' of 
thulife.AndS.Iohn, bringsin the24.Elders, lay- 


Ing,thou haſt made ys 4 kjndame and Prieftes _ Reu.gag) 
ll 


B 


1g - Scripeure miſtaken 
ſhall reigne vppon the earth, whence moſt clear! 
appeares,that the Saihts in heauen haue thoſe 
two higheſt dipnitics which are in eſteeme 
amonglt ten, of Iadges , and Kings of the 
whole world , which notwithſtanding 'is 
aboue the power of all mortall men to confer 
vppon them, and only in the power of God, 
and therefore theſe judiciary , and Royall 
powers muſt be of a higher ranck and order, 
then are any dignitics meerely ciuill, humane; 
and naturall. And the like dipnities are aſcrib- 
ed in holy writ,to the Angells, for our Saui- 
Lwk 9.  gur nee: Sw holy angells , and foe they muſt 
Mare  haveſtrne holiueſſe , wihch isa gift of God 
36, Aaboue the force of nature, They were the 
AQs 7.53. Drotmigers of the ould layy , the Embaſladours of 
Gen,19.1, God, in matters of higheſt concernment, the 
Luc.r'11. inflifers of Gods puniſchments, Gen.19. 1.Reu.15. 
1;Mar.z0, trough out. The captaines & generalls of the armies 
God.Ioſua 5.14.The Governers & controulers of 
-ingdomes. Dan.10.1 2. 1 3-14.The.deniders of the 
Reprobate , from the elet in the day of ludgment. 
Mar. 1 3.49. And the Sendres of the wicked in 
70 hellfier. ibidem., with many ſuch like digni= 
tics,and preheminences, all great and high in 
them ſclucs,and aboue the reach, both of all 
humane, and Angclicall nature , beſtowed 
freely vppon them, through the liberality of 
God. And as this ſupernaturall excellency is 
found in Saints and Angells, ſoc is it _—y 


| Againſt mn the vyorſ};z6 of Saint. 19 
all ſoc to other things in Scriptute; ro which 
God. hath freely communicated certaine 
; bleſſings and privileges; Thus we tead in 
; Toſua. Looſe the ſhoes from thy feete , for the placg Toſua 5. 
, where thouſtandeſt is haly. And tn Exodus: Loofe 'S*  .. 
; thy ſhoes from thy fete , ſor the place where thou —_— 
» | fandeft is holy ground. Thus the bread of the, ; * © 
1 temple, 1s called holybread, and ſandifyed bread. Ptal.s.8. 

5 

5 


The Temple is called Jidly,yea foe holy, that our Pl.10.4, 

| ſauiour ſaith, that che tewple Sandtifteth the gokd, Pl.1 7.7. 
- which isin.it, and the Alter ſan@ifieth the gift —_— af 
[- which js offered vppon.ic Thus the moſt 1n- "ook mig y 
% j wardplace, of the temple, had noe other na- Levir. 

d | me, then Sauttam $Santtorum, the holy of holizs, Numbers 
F- that is the mioſt holy place .of the whole &c. 

f | world. The holincile of thele, and the like 

Y- things, white in ſoctier it cohſiſted. il[ucd not 

F- from any. ciuill , or himane þqwer, but was 

ies | drawite from the power , atid authority of 

of | God, as authour of the true Sauing religion 

he | bf thoſe times, ThusT haue made it cleare out 

"t« | of Scripture, that there isa worth,a dignity,a 

in | power, an excellency , which is mcercly 

ni» || created, and infinitely interiour, to the attrib= 

in | hites,and pertections of, God, atid yet far cx- 

all I} celling all ciuill; and humane warth , and 

ed || abouc the reatch , ſphere , and force of all 

of £| ciuill powcr and authority. The moſt cleare 

y is |} rule,to the capacity of the vulgar, to diſting- 
zed || th, ciuill, worths and cxcellencies, from Spi- 

all B 2 cirualt 


20  Sripture miſtaken 


rituall and ſupernaturall , is, that thoſe which 
are common to the true religion , with all 
other kindsand profeffions of men , are only 
ciuill and naturall , ſuch as are, wit, 4nder- 
ftanding, knowledge, learning,cloquence,no- 
bility, valour ,Gouernment , Magiſtracy, &c. 
But thoſe which are proper to the true reli- 
gion,areSpirituall, and Supernatural, as are, 
the dignity of a Saint in heauen,of an Angell, 
a holy man yetliuing,a Prophet, an Appotle, 
a Biſhop,a Prieft,a Godfather,a God mother, 
&c. And becauſe theſe and the likc excellencies, 
are proper to religion, they may in a large 
ſence, be termed religions excellencies, or dignities 
That this may be better vuderſtood , the 
Reader, may take notice, that the word Reli- 
gion, way eyther betaken in a ſtrict ſenſe, for 
the vertue of Religion, as it is diſtingniſhed, 
from othet infuſed,and ſupernaturall vertues, 
whereby true worſhip and honour is given to God : or 
in a more large and penerall ſence, for the 
whole profeſſion of thoſe who cſteeme them 
ſelues to haue the true ſauing way of ſeruing 
God,and attaining Saluation. Aud this is the 
more obuious, and vulgar ynderſtanding of 
this word Religim,thus we commonly fay the 
Catholicque Religion, 8c. that is theyr whoke 
belecte, and profeſſion. In the firſt tri and 
and rigid ſenſe, Religion is taken amongſt the 
S ” ths douctoutrs , when they diſpute of the 

| nature 


- #04 - rr” pF 
j p [ j 
#1 ## # FS; P A . 


nature of infuſed vertues:and in the like ſenſe 
it is often taken in the bookes of Moyles, 
Exod.12.26.43.Ex0d.29.9.Leuit.26.31.n.19. Numrg. 
2.wherc it is reſtrayned cyther to ſacrifice,or 2 

or ſome other worſhrp of God. In the Se- 

cond more large acception, it is fouud, both 

in the old and new teſtament. Heſter 8.17. 

Soe that many of an other nation and ſeft,iomed them 

ſelues to theyr Religion and ceremonies. Helter 9g. 

27. Vppen all theſe who would wnite them ſelues 20 

theyr Religion. Acts 26.3. Saint Paul faith,that 

before his conuerfion , Hee lined a Phareſie Aſ= 

cording to the moſt certaine ſect of his Religion. 

James e.2. If any one ſeeme to be religious and bride 4», 
leth not his tongue , this mans religion us vaine. In Religious, 
which texts it is manifeſt that Relizion is taken pious, ac- 
for the whole beleete, and Profeſſion, both of cording 20 
Iewes and Chriſtians. Hence it followes,that as ſcapula. 
the word Religion, {oc the word Religions, deri- —— 

. - R ; pro- 
ued from it,may be taken inthe two fore ſaid reſtant Bi- 
differcte ſenſcs;yct I find it vually in Scriptu- 8les. 
re in the {ecod larger acception,where a Reli- <Laabns, 
pious Perlone ſignifies nothing, but a perſon According 
truly deuout, vertuous,and fairhſull. ThusAdts —_ = 
2.5.But there vvere ayvelling m leruſ.dlem Tevpes Re= xp; Loe- 
ligious men of all nations yvhie!) are under heaten. ſticall Au- 
And Adts 10.2. where it is ſaid of Cornelius, thores,Re. 
that he vvas Religious , and fearmg God vvith his _ 
vphole houſhould, giuing many almes to the common — 
people,und all vyayes praying God. And Acts 1 3+5Os ir anſlate id 
B 3 The Deuour, 
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The Tewes ſlirred vp certaine Religiom , and honeſt 
woemen,and the chiefe of the citty,&c. And Iams 
the 1.26.1f.any man ſeeme to himſe{ſe to be Religions, 
not bridling his tongue this mans Religion is vaine 
where Religious,is taken for pious, vertuous &c, 
For ells the ill gouernment of the tongue, 
would not hinder a trye cxctciſe of the 
vertue of religion , ſtrictly vaderſtood as it 
difters from other theologicall and morall 
vcrtues, as it hinders not the trye exerciſe of 
faith and hopezas they are particular vertues. 
This large acception therefore of theſe 
words Religion,and Religions, being (oc clearely 
dcliuered in Scripture It will be ſufficient for 
defence of the Catholique Romaine faith in 
this point,to affirme,that when our DoRoury 
fay that any thing created Day be or 1s, 
worſhipped with Religious worſhip , that it is 
Religious in this large acccption found ſoc ta- 
miliarly in Scripture; that 15, vertuous, pſous, 
chriſtian , a worſhip belonging to our Reli- 
pion, propcr to our Relig:on ,' and tending 
finally to the acknowledgment of God, and 
our Sautours konour, as authour of our faith, 
and Religion. Soc that hauing theſe references 
to Gods honour, tkough thofe Acts of Religious 
worſhiptend immediately to the acknowledge 
ment of ſome created ſupernaiurall exceNlen- 
cc in that which wee worſaipp, by them, yet 
Fat hinders not theyr being Religious ads 
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in this larger ſence. As appeares by thele foll- 
owing texts of Scripture ; where Moylcs is 
cammaunded to preſcribe certaine ceremo. 
niall rites in Sacrifices,& Holacauſts,amongſt 
which one was, that the breſt & right Shoull- 
er of that which was offered 1n ſacrifice, 
ſhould be giuen to the Pricſts , as belpnging 
to them by right and ordinance of God, The 


giuing of theſe two parts of the thing offered. 


to the prijcſt, wasan ation done immediately 
to 4 pure creature,and not to God, and yet-it 
is called Religion, as appcarcs by the words. 
Theſe things God commaunded to be giuen to them 
(that is to Aaron, and his offpring , as it is in 
the precedent words, ) from the children of Ife 
raell, by a perpetual Religion tu theyr generations, 


Secondly S. Iames, Pure and pndefiied Religion James i, 


Leuit.7, 


6, 


with God, and the ſather is thy,ta viſite the orphanes, 15, 


end widowes in theyr tribulation , and to keepe himte 


ſee vuſpottedin thy life,vehere a worke of mercy. 
to the pore is called Religion , that is a worke 


pracceding from Religion, and belongrg to 
Religion,though done to creatures, ſuch as are 
orphancesand wedows. 


All that I haye cited out of Scripture inthe | 


diſcoucry of this ſecond miſtake,will,I hope, 
haye c@uinced the iudicious,and well winded 
Reader, that therc is a Supernaturall created 
excellency , communicated liberally from 
Allm;Gad to {ome creatures, infinitely below 
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the divine, excellency of God, and yet fa? 


aboue all naturall and ciuill worth , which 


_ therefore muſt deferue honour, and worthip 


ſecing that naturall and ciuill excellencies, 
(cuen according to proteſtants) though fat 
inferiour tg them,deſerue it. which worſhip 
ſecing it is done in acknowledgment of the 
Spirituall and ſupcrnaturall dignities , which 
zre only proper to Gods true rcligion,and ſoc 
are religious excellencies , may be rightly 
R__ religious worſhip in the fore named 
ſenſe: For ſeeing the humble acknowledgmer 
of diuine perfetiqns, is deſeruedly termed 
divine worſhmp,and of ciuill, pertetions, rightly 
ſtyled, ciuill worſhip ſoc the humble acknowe 
ledgment of religious perfetions, tor the like 
reaſon , is to be named Religious worſhip, 
which will yet ſceme lcfſe ſtrange, to an in- 
differct eye if one conſider,that the ſame dif- 
ferent degrees may be faund in Acts of other 
vertues,which are here fouid in worſhips,I haue 
allready proucd from Scripture that there are 
different Kinds and degrees of feares , and 
loues.whence it followes, that when one feares 
the iuſtice and wrath of ſome ciuill Prince,or 
magiſtrate , ir may be called civil feare, but 


when one feares the tuſtice and authority of 


an Apoſtle, a Prophet, &c. whoſe power is 
drawn trom Religion, it may be named a Re- 


Gen.z.ro, ligimu ſeare, Thus the feare of Adam , hiding 


hin 
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himſelfe from God , was a dinine feare. Ther Kings 1s . 
feare of Adonias flying from = Salomon, A&ts, 


was a Gill teare ; bnt the feare of the Primi» 
tive Chriſtians of $,Pceter, when Ananias tcl 
down dead at his feete, was a Religious feare. 
And the ſame diſtinion is in differct ordres 
of loue. S. Pecter loued our Sauiour as his 
God and Redcemer,with diuine loue. Ifack 


loued Efau,with a ciuill loye;but the Primitive Tobs.21. 


Chriſtians loued S. Paul, with a Religious lone. 
And in the fame manner, as I haue allready 


Proued, Moyles worſhipped the infinit ma= ags xo; 


ieſty of God, with a diuive worſhip,the children 
of Iacob worſhipped the power and excel- 
lency of Ioſeph,with a ciuill worſhip , but rhe 
Sunamite worſhipped Elizeus, and the capt» 
aine of fifty men, Elias, (whoſe authorities 
were deriued, known , and acknowledged 
only trom faith, and Religion ) with Reli 
gious worſhip. 

And the giuing ſuch a Religious worſhip 
az this , which I haue deſcribed to a creature 
k ſoe far from deropating any thing from the 
due worſhip of God , or from aſcnbing any 
wotſhip proper to him,to any creature,that1t 
would be an inſufferable iniury to God, And 
horrid Sacriledge , to affirme that he is to be 
worſhipped , with any fuch worſhip for that 
PE vere toacknowledge in him only a created, 
finite, & imperfect cxcellencie, which were 
By - M 
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Ifoy 42.3. 


Pſal.s.s6. 


can his honour be any thing diminiſhed by 
exhibiting this kinde of Religious worſhip,to 
a Creature indued with ſpitituall graces, for 
his honour cannot be iniured , but by giuing 
to a creature the wotſhip proper, and due ta 
himonly, ſceing therefore this is no worſhip 
dueto him ncyther only norart all, it cannat 
be any way a preiudice to his honour. For as 


Giuill and religious feare,and loue commanded 


to be giuen to creatures , 1s no way preiudi= 
cious to the diuine feare and loue which we. 
owe to God; Soc neyther can ciuill, nor reli 
gious worſhip commaunded to be exhibired 
tocreaturcs,(as Ihauc praucd)be pretudicious 
to the higheſt diuine worſhip which we owe 
to God,* And thus much Allm: God fcemes 
to ſay by his Ptophet Ifay, I aw the Lord this 
is mv name , I will not giue my glory to any other, 


nor my praiſe to Idols. where he faith not, 1 will. 


not give glory to any other, tor that would be 
contrary to the words of the Pfalmitt, 
ſpeaking of man in his firſt creation, Thou haſt 
crowned him with glory and hoyour, bur I will not 
giue 22y ory ato an other , that is that infinite 
glory which properly belongs to God only, 
wich is ſpecityed in the precedent words, 
Leon the Lord, thu in my name, {oe that God wil 
ncucr giue that which is his proper name and 
titlc,ta be Loxd of all things,to an ather; which 1s 
4 : yet 


to make him an Idoll,&a falſe God.Neyther 


, 


| tioned in the Scriptures , haue done)lct hin 
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- more expreſlely ſet down , by the fame 


rophet, And I will uot giue my glory to another: Ifay 48. 


heare 0 Iacob and Iſrael whons 1 call.l,I my ſelfe am 1, xz.1 


the firrſt, and I am the laſt. And my hand alſo layd 
tbe foundarions of the earth, and my right hand 
weaſured the heauens , 8&c. This 1s that glo 

proper to him alone , of being the cy 
God, creator of heauen and earth , which he 
will not giue to another : which ſoc long as 
he keepes inuiolable to him ſelte, all vnder 
glories limited and created, which are like foe 
many little motes compared with the infinite 
extent,and light of his glory,hc both liberally 
giucs himſelte, and wills they ſhould reſpe&i- 
uely be giuen to his creatures. If not withft. 
anding all theſe euidences both of Scripture 
and Reaſon, any ane ſhould remayne loc 
frangely willfull, and immouabte,by force of 
education , and continuall cuſtome from his 
infancie , as to deny all kind of Religious 
worthip in haw large a fence ſoeuer it be 


taken , to be lawfully exhibited to avy. ſave 


God alone. I fay ifany fuch ſhould be found; 
foe long, as he yeelds rathe thing it felfe, that 
i5,to exhibite reuerence , and worſhipto per- 
fons,and thingsin acknowledgement of the 
lupernaturall,and free gifts, graces, and ble. 
linges of God, where. with they are inriched. 
(as I haue ſhewed many holy perſons meg 
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call that worſhip ſupernaturall,or chriſtian, or 


pious, or an exterordinary ranke of ciuill 
worſhip , I ſhall not much contend about rhe 
name , when the thing is done. For what 
ſocuer he call it, it is,and cannot but be,a Re- 
ligious worſhip in it (clte,at leaſt in that large 
Ee be clearely drawn from the Scriptures, 
And Thus much of the diſcoucry & redreſle 
of the ſecond miſtake. | 


THE THIRD MISTAKE. 


The word ſerue in Mat. go, 
& miſunderſtood. 


JT? opponent indeuoring to proue that 
© God, only is to be worſhipped , and therefore 
neyther $.nor Angell,from the text of Mat.4.10, 
Thou ſhalt worſhipp the Lord thy God, and him only 
ſhalt thou ſerne. Secing there is noe proofe in 
the former part of the text, as I haueſhewed, 
muſt haue recourſe to the latter, and him onh 
ſhalt thou Serue, and that this clauſe may haue 
any appearance of force it muſt ſuppoſe; that 
the word Serxe here vicd, ſignifies all kind of 
Seruice ; Soc that theſe words.,'and him only 

t thou Serue,mſt ſignify thus much rhat not 
ſeruice muſt be tone but to God alone. which muſt 
needs be a very 2roffe miſtake,for the word 
Sruice taken in this generall ſence , playnly 
CONtLLae 
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e | contradidts the Precept of S.Paul. Obey your Epheſ.6. 
l } remporall Lords, 8ec. Seruing them with 4 good will, 7* 
© | 4 to our Lord, and not to men. And that Propheſte 


© | in Geneſis of Iacob,and Eſau. The greater fhall Gen'zy. 
* | ſeruethe Leſſe. Soe that it is manifeſt, that not — 
> | God only is to be ſerued. W hence may bree- , DW 
« | fely benoted,that before one cite any text of _s 
> | Scripture , fbr the proofe of any thing, one 
mutt firſt colidcr, whether the ſence in which 
that text muſt be taken to be of force to 
proue what we intend , contradict not other 
playne places of Scripture, as this does, which 
if it doc,we muſt ſecke ſome other pryote, tor 
that will not be a proote, but a miſtake. But 
the miſtake in this place of Mat.4.10. pro 
| ceedes notonly trom want of refle&ion vpp- 
* | onother places of Scripture , but from want 
| of knowledge of the grecke word vicd hers 
' Þ by the Euageliſt.For though both in Engliſh, 
| Þ Latin and Hchrew , there be only one word 
| tolignifie the ſeruing of God, and creatures, 
| Yet in the precke there is a proper word, 
| which fipnities only the ſeruice, of God, or 
proper to him alone, and is neuer vicd for the 
ecligious ſetuice done to any creature , as 2 
creature, but as eſteemed by thoſe, whoe exe 
hibite that ſeruiceto be a God. This word in 
preeke is Agrpiver,latreuin, vicd by the holy 
Ghoſt in this place, Mat.q 10.to lignific ſerue. 
That this may be vaderitood , the Reader 


n 
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may pleaſe to note, that miny words have 
' two kinds of fignifications, the one by force 
of theyr firſt inSeunicanebich they ariciently 
had,and haue amongſt heathen Authours;the 
' Other by yv(e and application ; to ſome one 
particular Sence , by vertue of common vtc 
and cuſtome, which hath in proceſſe of tyme 
obtayned force, to limite them to thar perti- 
cular Senſe. Thus the word wegwos, tyran- 
nos,amongſt the ancient Greckes firſt fignis 
fyed a kitig , and was taken in a good Scnce, 
but amongſt later Authouirs,and now vniuer= 
fally it ſignifics a Tyrant, or cruell, and viruſt 
oppreticr,ot ſuch as are ynder Him: 

- Andas the vnanimous conſent of approu- 
ed Authours , and common wealths, hath a 
power togiue anew ſipnification to words, 
or rather to limite or reſttayne the ould , to 
ſome determinate parte of what they (igni- 
fycd , by force of theyr firſt inſtitution, ſoc 
hath allfoe the vniuerſall conſent of eccle= 
ſiafticall approucdAuthours,and the common 
voyce of Chriſtendome, the like power , ſoc 
to alter the ancicnt ſignification of ſome 
words , that it determines. the indifferency, 
and vniucrſality of rheyr originall Significa- 
tion to ſome one part or member of it, when 
they apply it to expreſſe ſomething in 
Chriſtian Religion. Thus Baaigues, Baptil= 
tus, which ancicntly fignitycd any kind of 

| W | 
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waſhing amongſt ecclefiaſticall,and Chriſtian 
Authouts,is takeh for 4 Sacramet, known by 
that name. Thus Egaiigeliſt, which originally 
figniteyed any one who told good tvdinges, 
ſguities4 wryter or promulger of the Goſpel: 
In the like mannera«rpHev,which fignityed 
amongſt the auncient infidels, any kind of 
feruice , amongſt Eccleſtaſticall Authouts, 
fienifies only that kinde of Religious ſcruice, 
which is don to God: Soe that it hath two 
fgnifications, the one motall, the othet Ec« 
clefiaſticall, as Scapula a Proteſtant authour, 
of otir hation acknowledpes in his Lexicon 
both of this,and the former, and many other 
words, graunting that according to the Sen= 
makck it hath amongſt Ecclefiaſticall aus 
thours,and in the uew Teftament, itſtgniſtes 
a Religious worſhip only , and in proofe of 
this, cites tlic epiſtle ro the Hebrewes, where 
beeing put abſolutely it fignifi ces the worſhip 


of God. This dubble figniticarion ſuppofed,I Hebr. 9.9: 


vrge further that this word XAereday, La- 
treuin,in the Scripture, ſfignifiesthat Religious 
worſhip only which is «exhibited ro God, or 
diuine worſhip,and is neuervſcd through the 
whole Scripture, for a religious Seruice done 
to any creature, as to a Cteature , I haue be 
ſtowed ſome dayes ſtudy, to examine this 
matter, and having ſearched all the places of 
Sctipture where this word A@7pH ev is,I neuer 
found 
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found it ſignify any religious ſeguice faue dis 
uine , and I Prouocke any Protcſtant au- 
thour to proue the contrarie. Dh 
True it is that $vaivay douleuin,is indiffers 
ently vied very commonly in both Teſta« 
ments,to ſignify the religious ſcruing of God, 
or creatutes; A#1piver Latreuin, neuer but for 
{eruing, eyther a true, or falſe God.when it is 
referred to worſhip blonging to Religion. 
And though Scapula being n Sana only 
fay , that this word aa]pivay —_— a rel 
pious wotthip, r the proote which he brin- 
ges for it out of the epiltle to the Hebrewy 
conuinces that being abſolutely put, that is 
alone without any oblique calc,it ligniſyes,as 
he acknowledges, the Seruice done to God 
only. Teaauwom Toy Ae]pivor@,, perfettum facere 
Heb4g.s: ſeruientem,that could not make him that did the 
ſeruice perfett. And he mighr alfoe haue cited 
the ſame word put abſolutely, and fignifying 
Luc.2.37- only the ſeruice of God,in S.Luke,where he 
fayth Annathe Propheteilc was night and day 
iniheTemple.a«)peeor, ſeruing,that is doing 
ſeruice to God. This text, Luke the 2.37. The 
Proteſtant bible of 1589.with Fulks commen« 
tarictranſlates a&7pd yon, Serued God. And Heb, 
9.2.A|pe&,ſcruings of God, and the later Bi. 
bles rrantlate it , dinine feruice. whence it ape 
peares that the abſolute {ignificarion of this 


word,is the {eruice of Gad, os diuing _ 


(Z be wor(/p of Saints: 3 


fn the like mariner I find it, As 7.7. Roms 
t.g;and Reucl.22.taken for the ſeruice of the 
true God , and for the feruice of Idoles , or 
falle Gods. Ads 7.v.41. 1,Cor. y:i. athd Roms 
22.15.& in the old Tcſtamet yery often. From 
this ground proceeds the ordinary diſtin&ion 
of Religious worſhip , into Aelpas , Latria, 
and S$za«x,doulia, for ſceing that Aapive, 
Latreuo,fignitycs noe other Religious Scrui- 
ce,lauc that which is duc to God, through the 
whole Scripture, and S&Aaiww,doulcuo, [19n- 
fycsin hundreds of places, as well that which 
is due to God, as to creatures, hence the ſers 
uice done to finit Perſons , belonging to Re- 
livion may rightly be termed dow7a, and that 
which is exhibited to God alone, Latria, and 
hence it procectls alloe , that the ſeruice of 
falſe Gods or Idoles, is neuer called cyther i” 
Scaipture,nor in approued Ecelefiaſticall Au« 
thours , noe nor by Proteſtants themlclues, 
Idolodoulia, but Idololatria, Idolatrie becaule it 
piucs to them diuine ſeruice due to God only, 
being deriued from Larria, which ſignifies 
hoe other Religious feruice ſauc diuine. 
Seeing therefore noe Romaine Catholique 
teaches, that diuine ſeruice duc to God only 
is to be given to any creature , but the quite 
contrary they hould nothing againſt this text 
of S.Mat.4. 10. Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy 
God,and him only ſhalt than ſerue , aatpev es, that 


Li 


Revel.z2. 
AFL 
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Scripture miſtaken 
is with the ſcruice of Latria , or higheſt de« 
gree of Seruice , which ( as I haue demon« 
ftrated)by Scripture is duc to God only, 

| Thus hauc Idiſcouered three plaine miſtas 
kes in theſe few words of Mat.4.10. to proue 
that God only is to be worſhipped, where in I haue 
beene forced tobe more large,then I wiſhed, 
becanſe yppon what I haue here dcliuered, 
depends the clearing of the inſuing contro« 
ecrlics,in this matter of worſhip, 


The ſecond Proteſtant Poſition, 
Forbidden the worſhip of Angels, 
This is proued by Scripture miſtaken. 


Iohn ſaw all theſe thinges and heard thew , and 

when I had heard and ſeene,1 fell downe to worſhip, 
before the feete of the Angell , wich ſhewed me theſe 
things: then ſaid he ynto me,ſee thou doe it net, for I 
#11 thy fellow ſeruant,worſhip God. 


The firſt miſtake; 


Thistext ismade contrary to other playne 
texts of Scripturc,allowing the worſhp 
of Angells, 


AX two Angells came into Sodome at ninght, Lot 
ſitting at the gates of the citty : who, when he 
had ſeene them,roſe aud went to meete them, and - 


Againſt the worſhip of Sainte * 35 
aMored profirate vppon the grogd,8cc.which worſhip 

he Angells accepted, noe way reprehending 

= , or forbidding him, as appearcs in the 

text. And when Ioſua ws in the ſeeld of Hierico, he lofuzfe 
lift vp his eyes , and ſaw a mian landing again#t him, **'** 
honlding 4 naked ſword : and he went ynto him and 
ſayd,art thou ours,or onr aduerſaryes?who anſvreared, 

no ; but 1 am 4 prince of the army of our Lord, and 

and now I rome: loſua fell groveling vppon the ground 

and adoring ſayd , wy doth my Lord fpeake vnto his 
ſeruant? 8c. where it appeares that this Angel 

wasa creature,and not God , for he is called 

aprince , That is one of the Princes of Gods 

army. 


The (ccond miſtake. 


His text of S.Iohn proues noe more that 

all worſhip of Angells is forbidden, then 
an other of S. Luke that the worſhip of Saints 
yet liuing is forbidden; | 

As . Peeter wai coming in, Comelius met him,and a&.is; 

fell downe at is feet and worſhipped him. But Peeter v.z.5.26; 
tooke him vp ſaying , ſtand vp , 1 my ſelfe alſoe am 4 
man. And yet itis cleare out of Scripture, that 
holy men yerliuing are to be worthipped,and 
hauc accepted of the worthip,of others. Againe 2 King 


| teſent 4 third captaine of fifty men,and fiſty men with 4-v-37+ 

+ | bim;who,when he was come,bowed his knees tovvard 

Elias,and prajed him and ſaid man of God deſpiſe not 
C z my 


4 Kings 
$-1-37+ 


KReu.s. 


36 Scripture miltaken 


wiy life and the liues of thy ſeruants that ave vvith 
me,&c.She(that is,the Sunamite)fell at his feete, 
and adoredwppon the groond. where we {ce that 
the Prophete Eliſcus was worſhipped and he 


. refuſed it not. And itis the common practice 


of Proteſtants in En peland to kneele downe 
and aſke bleſſing ot theyr Godfathers and 
Godmothers, dcfiring them to pray for them 
to God; which is a truc worſhip, and yet it is 
noe ciuill worſhip, becauſe the reaſon why 
they docit,belonges not to any dignity in the 
common wealth, but to Religion; and there 
forc itmuſt be a worſhip appertaining to Re- 
ligion, as was the worſhip of Elias and Eliſcus 
now cited, which is the wery ſame with that 
worſhip , which by Romain Catholickes is 

iucn to Saints and Angells, as creatures, be« 
 5xrake to faith,and Religion. 


Thethird miſtake. 


Ne may prouc as well, that it is vnlawful | 


to weepe,asro wurſhip Angells, beecauſc 
an Angell torbad S.Iohn towcepe. 


And 1 wept much becanſe noe man was found. | 


worthy to open and to read the baoke,neyther to looks 


therein , And cne of the Elders ſaid vnto me weepe | 
wot. And yet certainly it is lawfull to weepe, þ 


for if it weare not, neyther our Sauiourwould 
hauc wept oucrHieruſalem,nor commaunded 


MM I anc as.Dc woo _ 
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the woemen of Hierulalem , to weepe oucr 
themlſclues,&c , 


The text of $.1ohn,Reucl.2.2,v.8.2.8.a4g. reconciled 
with the other texts of Scripture. 


IF any one would prouec out of the 10.0f the 


Acts,v.25. and 26. now Cited, that noe A- 
poſtle,orfaint yet liuing, were to be worſhippe 
cd, becauſe S, Peeter refuſed the worthip 
which Cornclius cxhibired to him , I de» 
maund , what would a Proteſtant anſwer to 
ſuch an obieRtion, Eyther he muſt fay that 
S.,Pecter refuſed this worſhzp (though he 
might laufully haue accepted it.as becing due, 
no leſſe then the like worſhip was accepted 
by Elias ,and Eliſeus)that S.Pceter,I lay not- 
withſtanding,Retfuſcd it out of humility and 
relpe&, which he bare to Cornclius: and this 
ſuppoſed , Proteſtants muſt giue vs leaue to 
apply (with the greateſt part of the ancient 
Fathers and Doctours ) the ſame anſwer to 
S.Ilohn's worſhipping the Angell, and hisre= 
fuſing it;tor ſome worſhip was noe leſle due 
to this Angell then it was tothe two Angells, 
which Lot worthipped. Gen.19.v.1. and the 
Angell which Ioſua worſhipped, Toſua 5.v.14+ 
now cited: and yet this Angell retuſcd it out 
of humility and reſpe& , which he bore to 
$.lohn,as S.Pcoter did, Ads 10.v.25.and 26. 
; C 3 S.Paul 


AA.t4.v. 
10.11,1, 
I3-14- 


: Scripture miſtaken 
or if this anfiver ſeeme,not foe conuenient te 
this plare of the Ads,a Proteftat muſt anſwer, 
that Cornelius here gaue him the worſhip 
which was due to God only,that is,the higheſt 
diuine worſhip, which he therefore refuleds 
25 injurious to God noe othcrwiſe then' 
$. Paul and Barnabas with -all carneſtneſle 
poſſible, retuſed the facrifice which the hea- 
then Pricſt of Lyſtra would haue offered to 
them,asto two Gods,Tupiter and Mercurius, 
whom they tooke them to be, And if they 
like of thisanſwer,they will giue vs alfoe leaue 
toapply the ſame to the paſlage of S.Iohn. 
Reu.22.v.8.9.not that 3.Iohn committed any 
Idolatry or talſe worſhip , willingly and fin- 
fully, but that the Angell yppon good ground 
eyther thought, or at leaſt feared,that S.Iokn 


rooke him to be our Sauiour,8 ſoc gaue him 


| Sure the worſhip due to the Diuine Per- 


on which he thoughthim to he:for though it 
be wholly improbable , that Cornelius gaue 
diuine worſhip toS.Pecter At.1o.becauſc he 
was noe heathen, but a true belecuer, and foe 
knew that diuine honour, was to be giuen to 
God only; and religious and tearing God, as 
appeares,v.11.and {oc was far from comitting 
Idolatry,and knew well enough thatS.Peeter 


was a man, v.5.and the 6.and: foe could not | 


fappoſc him,out of ignoraneeto be God,and 
thought {ceme as improbable, that S,Pecte? 
TOM: | CON 
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conccined that Corneliusintended to worſhi 
him with diuine honour, ſeeing he was full 
ciently informed, that he was atruc belceuer, 
and Profeſlour of the law of Moilcs, v.22. 
yet many ancient fathers teach that S.Iohn 
did really thinke that this Angell which ap 
pearcd to him, was not an Anpell, but oug 
Sauiour;or atleaſt it was veryincidentto the 
Angel,to conceiue or feare(being ignorant of 
S,lohns intention)that he tooke him to be our 
 Sauiuor, becauſe theAngel fayd inthe precedet 
yerſe behogld I come quickly, vv hich was - viuall 
219g & ſpeech which our Sauiouryſled to S, 
ohn when he appcared to him,asis manifeſt 
Chap.2.v.6, Chap. 3.v.2I. C.16.v.IF. C.22,V»I2, 
and muſt caſey haue bcene pronounced, 
eyther by our Sauiour himſclte,or by an An 
ell in his place , and ſpeaking in his name, 
775 theſe words, I come quickly(as is cleare 
inall the afore cited places, and particularly 
chap.22,v.12,preſently following)can neyther 
be meant nor verityed of any one but of our 
Sauiour:and this to haye been the opinion of 
S.Iohn , by reaſon of thoſe next precedent 
words, Bchold I come quicly , may haue ſome 
ground in the text it ſelte here citcd by the 
opponent , Ard when I had heazdand ſeene, I fell 
down to werſbip, &c, for the ſecing of thoſe 
ſtrange viſions, and hearing thoſe precedent 
words. Behold J come quicly. Soe proper to 
C4 put 


go Scripture miſtaken, 


put Sauiour, gaue this occafion to worſhip the 
Angel.as taking him to be our Sauiour : and 
therefore the Angel preſently diſabufed him, 
' and let him vnderſtand that he way not our 
Sayiour, but a creature and ſcruant of God, 
asappeares in this text obiected v.8.and 9g. if 
;tſhould be obiected that c.21. v.g. S.lohn 
affirmes , that this very Angell which he 
worſhipped was one of the feauen Angells, 
who caried the viols filled with the laſt pla- 
gues, and therefore could not thinke thavat 
was our Saujour.I anſwer that though in the 
begining and continnance of this viſion he 
ſcemcd to him to be an Angell, yet when he 
heard him pronounce words proper to oux 
Sauiour, he might have ſufficient reaſon to 
thinke that his former apprehenſion was 
amille,and that whatſoeucr he ſeemed before, 
yet it was our Sawiour appearing ynder the 
forme of that Angell.If it be further obicted 
that S. Iohn writes expreſly that it was one 
ot-the Seauen Anpells , which appeared to 
him, and therefore cou!d not atter doubt of 
1t,it may be anfwearcd that when the Euan- 
gchliſt writ this he was wholy aſlured that it 
was an Angell, becauſe the Angell had, before 
this was written, determinaetly aſſured him, 
_ that he was not our Sauiuor ; yet whilſt the 
yifton happned, befare it was eyther written, 
gxthe Angell had reRtifyed the iudgment of 
| S.l 
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$.Tohn , he had ground inough to thinke it 
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was our Sauiqur,when he heard thoſe words, 
roceede frgm him , behould 1 come ſpeedily. 
Nemther is it any wonder that $. Iohn was. 
ionorant of ſome things, concerning the vi- 
ions which appeared tohim,For he thought 
that none could be found worthie to open 
the ſcauen ſcales and therefore wept,and was 
as much forbidden to weepe by the Angell, 
c.5.v.4-45 to wotſhip,c.19.v.1o.Hee acknow- 
bg alſoe that hee knew not who they 
weare who appeared in white Stoles. c.7.v.13+ 
Though theſe an{weares may fatisfye all 
that is oppolcd apainſt them,yet becaule the 
matter isin it felte obſcure, and leaues a prom 
bability on both ſides, I rather ſticke to the 
other anſwer that rhough S. Iohn Knew it 
was noc more then an Angell,yet the Angell 
refuſed the worſhip he gauc him,at S.Pecter 
did that Ef Cocncbins Aud yet whatſocuer 
may be thought of theſe two anſwers, that 
which is moit cleare and ynqueſtionable is a 
third anſwers. That though S.Iohn knew 
that he who ſpeake to him was an Angel,and 
not our Sauiour, and foc gaue bim, the wor- 
ſhip only due to an Anycl, yet the Angel 
being i2norant of S.Iuhns intention , might 
diſeruedly fcare, or concciue , that he tooke 
him to be our Sauiour , and {oe gaue him di« 
vine worſhip , and therefore , he preſently 


C 5 dulabe 


Reu.21, 
V.9e9- 
Rcu.1g., 


his fellow ſcruants, &c. And each of thele 
anſwers may be equally applycd to the like 
text, Reuel.19.tor out of the A ground of 
AQ 10. it may be fſayd that he retuſed this 
worſhip though in it ſelte lawtuſl,as S.Peeter 
did that of Cornclius : or that he ſuppoſed 
him to be our Sauiour, (and ſoc gaue him di- 
pine honour which was no way due to him) 
becauſe he there vied the phraſe of qur Sa- 
piour, when he ſayd ſcribe, write, as appeares 
in the three firſt chapters , and chap.14.v. 13. 
14-15. neyther can it be clearly proucd that 
any one commaunded $.Iohn to write, ſaying 
rohim,Scribe,write,but our Sauiour, ſauc only 
In this place, through the whole Reuelation; 
and then it was Golies in the name and pet« 
ſon of Chtiſt by the Angell ; ſoc that $,TIohn 
had great reaſon to thinke that itwas the voyce 
of our Sauiour , and therefore gaue him the 
honour due toour Sauiour, till he was better 
informed : or according to the third , and 
clearcit aulyyer, the Angel had reafon to 
thinke, that S.Iohn worſhipped him, (when 
he heard him vic that phraſe of our Sauiour) 
with diuine worſhip, as taking him to be out 
Sauiour,though S.Iohn,knew that he was but 
an Angel,and ſoc gaue him only the worſhip 
which was duce to an Ange}. And thus much 
for the text of S\lohn, "nr 

| £ 


difſabuſed him,telling him thathe wasone of | 
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The text of S. Paul miſtaken, 
Againft the worſhippmg of Angels, 


TeEno man begwle you of your reward in volun- Coloſl.z, 
tary humility,and worſhipping of Angells, intruding v.18. 


into thoſe thinges, which he hath not ſeene , vainly 


puffed vp m his fleſhly minde. | 
The Firſt miſtake, 


The vvorſhipping of Angells 
miſſapplyed. 

Anſwer,that this text ſpeakes of a worſhip. 

ing of Angells, wherby they are made 
equall to Chriſt, or that Chriſt is depending 
of them , which containes plaine Intideliy, 
and blaſphemy againſt our Sauiour. Now that 
this is ſo,appeares cuidctly,firſt out of the text 
it ſelfe if it had been wholy cited ; for it fol- 
lowes immediately y.18.in your owne Bible, 
and not holding the head by which all the body by 
zoynts and bands haning nouriſhment miniſtred, and . 
knit togeather, inereaſeth with the increaſe of God. 
Which is nothing bur ſo to worthip Angells, 
that they deny the ſoucrainty of Chrilt, and 
acknowledge him not to be the chictc uour= 
Whing head of the church; which all Romain 


Catho- 


Coll.z.v. 
a3: 


44  KBceipture nilflaken, 
Catholikes condemne as mainly iniurious ts 


Chriſt,and deſtructiue ofthe church, becauſe 
it takes a way his divinity , and exhibites 


worſhip to the)Angells,not as Chriſtſeruants, | 
and vaſlalls infinitly inferiour to him , and : 
on whom he hath no dependance at all, but | 


as to his cqualls,or Superiours. 

But Romain Catholikes not denying 
Chriſt's abſolute ſoucrainty and Diuinity,but 
moſt conſtantly belecuing it, cuen whilſt they 
worſhip Angells as his ſcruants, doc not any 
thing againſt this text of $,Paul. Coloſl.2.y, 
13. and 19. wherin is forbidden only ſuch a 
worſhip of them as deſtroyes the belecte that 
he is the Souerainc head of his church, worſ. 


bipping of Angells,&cc. v.18. not holding the head, | 


Cc. V.I9. 


The Second miſtaken. 


The greeke word Jzroxea is miſtranſlatcd, 


Econdlv, that not all honour and worſhip 
of Anoclls is forbidden in this text, but only 


ſuch as deſtroyes the Sonerainty and Diuint- 
ty of Chriſt , may be gathered out of the 
orceke word here vied by the Apoſtle, 
threſkeia,which (as Scapula a Proteſtant in his | 
lexicon notes ) hath for the firſt ſignification, 
Religion, apd ſo the vulgar latin tranſlates i 


Relte 


[, } 


Religionem Angelorum, the Religion of Angells; 
which intimates thus much,that thoſe againſt 
whom the Apoſtle here writes , did compoſe 
out of theyr own heads, a religion of An- 


| | gells, whom they had neuer ſcene , nor did 


they vnderſtand , as the Apoſtle ſignifies in 


 þ theſe wordsv.18 ntruding into thoſe things whic h 


they hame not ſeene;and fayning vntothem ſelucs 
certaine ſubordinations and dependences a 
mongſt the Angells,and making our Sauiour, 
a mere Angell as the reſt,and not God. And 
ſo traming theyr whole faith and religion in 
Angells, that itmight iuſtly be termed by the 
Apoſtle 9pzonaia rw dvyinu,threſkeia ton Al 
gelon,the religion of Angels. And had your Pro= 
teſtant tranſlations beene fo punctuall and 
faichfnll in giuing the full fignification of the 
orecke text as you imapinc,they ſhould rather 
haue tranſlated the greeke word Threſkeia 
(according to the prime and firſt ſignifica« 
tion) religion , then according to a ſecondary 
ſipnification , worſhipping: but they chole this 
rather then the former becauſe it ſounds in 
the carcs of the vnlcarned , more againſt the 
doctrine an practiſe of the Romain Church, 
who are carricd away much more by the 
words then the ſenſe of Scripture,which the 
ynlearned and ynſtable peruertto theyr owne 
deſtruction 1.0t Pceetet, the 3.y.16. and this is 
the ordinary deceit of your new tranflatours, 


Col.2.v, 
18, 
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- invery may other places of holy Scripture, 


St 


Ee eo 
Wpture miſtaken 


when the grecke or hebrew words haue dif 
ferent ſignifications , allwayes to put that 
which makes moſt againſt ys, leauing the reſt; 
which norwihitandiag they put when the 
other fcrue theyr turnes better againſt vs; 
though the greeke word be the ſame;which 
I amableto demonſtrate if it be demanded: 
the tranſlation of the word Threſkcia ſhall 
now ſuffice:for though they tranſlate ir here 
worſhippiug,becauiſe that word ſeemed to be of 
force amongſt the ignorant readers, againſt 
vs,yct Iames i.y.26.and 27. they tranſlate the 
very ſame word threſkeia here vied,religion,not 


. worſhipping, or worſhip : this mans religion is vaine 


v.26.pure religion &c. v.27, becaulſc there it 
was no aduantage.for them,nor diſaduantage 
to vs, to tranſlate it Religion: but howloeuctr 
when ſuch texts as theſe are vcd againſt vs, 
Proteſtants muſt not thinke that we are 


bound to ſtand to theyr tranſlation which : 


we allow not of,but to the hebrew,greeke,or 
Latin, { with proportion: } and ſo when the 
words in thoſe languages hauec diffrent ſigni- 
fications, we afe not bound to Mwer to the 
text as it ſtands in theyr new tranſlations, but 
haucfreedometotake the word in ſome other 
fignification, efpecially when antiquity hath 
ſoc tranſlated and onderſtood it: & therefore 
I anſwer here that the grecke word hauling 


Ge 


Ag worſhip of Saints. FL 


different ſ1gnifications,it is not the worſhipping, 
but the religion of Angells, which is hete fors 
bidden; for foe the vulgar tranſlation hath it, 
which is ancient about rwelue hundred yea- 
tesand how can any Proteſtant , though 
learned,cuer conuince out of Scripture, that 
the word threſkeia , is rather to be tranſlated 
worſhipping , then religion ? ſecing the grecke. 
word f1gnifies both , and the ſcope and cons 
text of the Apoſtle rather agrees with religion 
then worſhipping 3 nay how fhall the pore 
ynlearned readers be certaine that their tranſs 
lation is the word of God, and the true and 
only ſfignification ofthe word in the original 
in that place , when the originall word hath 
ſundry fignifications? and further, how ſhall 
they not Haue cauſe to doubt of, and call in 

ueſtion the whole tranſlation of the bible? 
mm they know not when the wordsin the 
originall haue different ſignifications, or only 
one,and ſo may doubt wether the true fign« 
hcation, and that which is only meant there 
by the holy Ghoſt, is put, or rather an other 
which was not intended by the holy Ghoſt 
in that place, eſpecially in places of contro« 
verſy, where their Tranſlatours vie to take all 
aduantages againſt ys,asI haue ſhewed : And 
yet neyther of thoſe two inconueniences 
toutch Romain Catholikes , becauſe their 
wardlation is commended and —_—_— 


a Menan - 
dev, S4- 
$1Ynn4s, 
Cerhians, 
Caiant. 


b Cerin.* 
thian, 


the holy church , which 
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thy belceue carinot 
ertc in her definitions in poynts of faith ; and 
fo reſt aſſured that their tranflation deliuereth 
the true ſignification of the words meant by 
the holy Ghoſt in each particular place, 
though the words in themfelucs be indifferent 
to many fignificationhs in the originall; | 
Now it appeares euidently , that S. Paul 
fpcakes of a Religion (or as the Proteſtants 
will haue it,a a oY. ) of Angells , which 
makes them equall to Chritt , or Chriſt de- 
pendantof them, becauſe the ſtreame of holy 
ancient fathers aftirme thatthe Apoſtle wrote 
here againſt Symon Magus,s and otherArch- 
heretikes iti the Apoſtles time, who coyncd 
theſe errours of the Angells, forging cettaine 
ſubordinations,dependences, and preeminen« 
cycs amonglt them,that our Sauiour was one 
ofthem,&(as ſome 6 thought) lubic&to them, 
The ancicnt Fathers, who affirme that the 
aboue ſaid heretikes held theſe crrours about 
che Angells,are Clemens Romanus, who liucd 
in the tymie of the Apoſtles, lib.6. Conftitur, 
C.10.S.Ireneus,wholiucd in the next age after 
the Apoſtles,lib.2.againft heteſcys &c. S,Epi- 
phanius, who floriſhed about 30o.yearcs after 
Chrift,in his Catalogue of herefyes, ſpeaking 
of Symon Magus and the reſt:and Theodo» 
ret, who wrote about 40o.ycarcs after our Sa- 
uiour, witucilcs that the holy Apoſtle S.Paul 
$1 
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in this place writes , againſt theſe heretikes: 
S.Epiphanius alſoe witneſſes that Simon Ma+ 
hus excluded our Sauiour from the office of 
mediatour,aud put the Angells in his place,as 


the Apoſtle ſcemes heteto lay, 


The Third miſtake. 


Thu text ts made contrary t0 other 
texts of $ cripture 6 


j Hodh, the Religion, or worſhip of Ait« 
gells here forbidden,cannot be all kinde 
of worſhip exhibited to them : for then this 
place of Scripture would be contrary to the 
other which I cited bctore, Gen.19.v.1.lolua 
5-v-14. where Angells were lawtully worſ- 
hipped:and fo this place cannot conclude any 
thing againſt ys:tor if ſome worſhip may be 
lawtully giuen to Angells notwithſtanding 
this place,it can neuer be proucd from hence, 
that the worſhip we giue them is forbidden, 
voleſſe it be firſt proued to be vnlawtull, 
which can neuer be deduced from this ge- 
nerall prohibition. | 

And if any one ſhould ohie& here that 
{ceing this word threſkeia ſignitycs religion and 
vvonhip , thence may be gathered , that all 
vyorthip appertayning to Religion,or all reli 
g10Uug 
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gells. I anſwer, that if wee take religion and 
religious worthip as it is ſtrictly and preſly 
taken amongſt the DoQtours in its prime and 
formall acception, for a vertue whereby due 
honour 1s giuen immediately to God; it is 
true that all ſuch religion or religious worſhip 
is there forbidden to be giuen to Angells:and 
in this ſcnſe noe Catholike teaches =_ reli- 
gious worſhip is to be giuen to Angells , or 
any creature, but only to the creatour of all 
things, becauſe he only it true God : bur if by 
religion or religious worthip be vnderſtood 
in a larger ſenſe , a yertue or reucrence be 
longing to religion,and exceeding the bounds 
of nature and ciuill worſhip ; then religious 
worſhip to Angells is not forbidden in this 
lace. Now that religion may be taken in this 
on er ſenſe , is =—_ as I haue allrcady 
ſhewed out of S.Iames now cited chap 1.v. 
26.and 27. If any man amongſt you ſeeme tobe re= 
bgtouns,and bridleth not his tongue, but deceineth his 
owne hart , this mans religion s vaine. Pure religion 
and vndefyled before God and the fathers to viſit the 
fatherleſſe , and widowes , in their afflictions, and to 

keepe himſelfe vnſpotted from the world. 
| Where wee ſce.thataQtions performed to 
creatures of piety and mercy, are callcd relis 
gion, and are religious ations : and fo this 
worſhip, though it be done to creatures, may 
; according 


gius wotſhip is forbidden,to be giuen to An 
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Againſt the worſhip of Saints. Ft 
a:cording to the phraſe of Scripture be called 
e-ligious worſhip ,cat leaſt in this large ſenſe, 
thar workes of picty and mercy are called re- 
ligion , or felipioits actions here by S.Iames; 
And thus much tor the ſecond place; 


Wree are commanded to pray vnto God: 
therefore no preſumption but 
a bounden duty: 


Proofes out of Scripture miſtaken; 


Come vnto nie all yee that [4bour , and are heaty Marrth.tt? 
loaden,and 1 will giue you reFt. 2.48. 
When you pray, ſay our father whith art in heauen. 1,1 1. 
And what ſoeuer yee fhall aſke the father in my name, v.z, 
he will gente it you. 1 | loha 16, 
Aſbe and yec (hail haue : ſeeke and yee ſhall finds Y-*3+ 
knocke and it ſhall be opened pnto you. LES 
If the opporient meane here that wee are "mM 
to pray to God without all preſumption of 
our {elues,or our own workes (for the words 
are obſcure ) wee moſt willingly admit this 
whole obiedtion, and all the prootes of it, as 
moſt conſonant with the doctrine of the 
Romain Church , and only againſt Pclagiatr 
and Semipelayian Hererikes: 
For ſhee teacheth thar —_— workes 
of Gods children are truly good,and plealing 
to God, and meritorious of the increaſe of (@ , .;4 
grace and cternall glory , yet the teaches all» Triq.cel; 
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that all good workes arc the free gifts of God, 
mating from his grace, and not to be 
aſcribed toany naturall force of ours lett to 
it {elf , which is not able to doe any thing 
at all plcaſing.to/Allmighty God;and ſo wee 
cannot glory in our felues, but in God only,as 
S$.Paul teacheth vs: Againe ſhe tcacheth,that 
though the good _— of God's children 
Council. be meritorious,as is declared, where they are; 
Trid. ſell. yet no man can be in this life (without a par= 


_ *- ticular reuelation) intallibly afſured that he is 
24-15» the child of God,or that he cuer did any one 


worke truly good and pleafing to God;and 
fo lives and dyes wholy relying vppon the 
mercies of God,ind merits of our deare Sa- 
aiours bitter death and Paſfion, of which he 
ts aſſured by a firme and ftedfaſt hope , not 
| _—O_ ptucuſly relying vppon his owne wor= 


es, whereof he hath no ſufficient aſſurance | 
whereon to found his ſaluation : and ſo he is 
keptin amoſt humble and low eſteeme of | 


himſclfe, and all he euer did through his 
whole life:for it is not the beleeuing that 
amp workes where thy are,are meritorious, 


ut the belecuing that wee haue ſuch meri- | 


_ torious workes, which can giue any ſhew of 


reaſon to rely vppon them: (I fay beleuing ; 
with an infallible faith which Reformers | 


teach)for wee may and oughtto haue a ſted- 


fait hope that through the grace of Chriſt, 
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wee haue done ſome good workes and me- 
rirorious) as it is not the aſſurance that the 
abundance of mony and gould , where it is, 
5 able to purchaſe great poſſeſſions, but the 
aſlurance that one hath ſuch an abundance 
of gould, which makes one confide that he is 
able to compaſle ſuch a purchalec : and yet, 
though a Wi man ſhould infallibly know 
that he had done workes truly plcaſing to 
God,he would not be preſumptuous,becauſe 
he knowes they procecde from the grace of 
God.lt therefore tis be all that is intended 
by this obie&ion, that wee are commanded 
to pray to God without all preſumption, and yppo 
bounden duty, wee hauc nothing againſt it: but 
if hereby be intended , that wee are come 
maunded to pray to God = bound© duty, 
and theretore it is noe preſumption to pray to 
him,yet ſo that wee are to pray tohim alone, 
(as the an{uing,obietions and proofcs (ceme 
to infinuate ) then wee giue our reaſons for 
the contrary, in the enſuing anſwer: which 
will be alſoe common to this: only a word or 
two vnto theſe fower places cited tor proote 


of this difficulty thus vnderſtood, 
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Scripture miſtaken 
The text of Mat.11.v.28.miſtaken, 


Come ynro me alt yee that labour, and are heauie 
loaden,an:! 1 willgiue you reſt, 


7] text is in the mourh 'of cuery igno+ 
rant Prateſtant , to praue that weears 
neither to pray to faint nor Appell , but to 
Chriſt alone.Come vnto mee, faith our Sauiour: 
he bids vs nat come vnto Saints , at Angells, 
ſay ſome illiterate Scripturiſtes:therefore wee 
muſt neither come to Saints nor Angells ac+ 
cording te ur Sayiours command. But how 
far this diſcourſe is from common ſenſe,cuery 
ynderſtanding perſon will cafily diſcoucr:for, 
to ſay that our Sauiour bids vs not here 
come to Saints or Angells expreſſly , is moſt 
true : but that ſhewes only that coming to 
Saints or Angells is not here ai——_ 
which no man makes queſtion ot:for though 
the coming by prayer to them be not come 
manded here,yet that hinders not but eyther 
in foie other place of Scripture, or by other 
ſawfull authority commended in Scripture,it 
may bc either commanded, or attowed : as 
if one ſhould argue againſt Proteſtants euen 
out of this place jn this manner: our Sauiour 
ſayes Matth 1 1.v.28. Come vnto mee all yee 
that labour &c. Hee ſayes not here addreſle 
your payers cxpreſly, and by name to ' 
| c 
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Againſt the worſhip of Saints, 
the Fathcr , or theholy Ghoſt , by ſaying our 
Father which art in heauen 8c, or come haly Ghoft 
eternall G:4 8c. but come vnto mee, therefore 
it is vnlawfull to vtrer ſuch perticular prayers 
to God the Father or the holy Ghott , cx. 
| preſſing them by name, but all muſt be made 
to our Sauiour only, who {ces not how falſe 
and ſenflefle this reaſoning is ? for though 
our expreſſe coming to God the Father and 
the holy Ghoſt be not commanded here, yet 
neyther 1s it forbidden,and 1s a in 
other places, and practized by the whole 
church of God , yea and by the Proteltants 
themſclues, 

Others vrge the Same text in this manner, 
Come ynto me, layth our Sauiour, Theretore to 
mee alane and to no other, and fo neyther to 
Saint nor Anpell;which hath as much force as 
this;Come ynto mee,layth our Sattiour:theretore 

oe not by name to any other diuine perſon 
- to me,and ſo neyther to God the Father, 
nor to God the holy Ghoſt expreſily, who 
are two diſtin Perſons trom him: or as for= 
cible as this , come vnto me all yce that are 
pore and nocedy , and I will relecue you, faith 
ſome rich charitable perſon , to the pore of 
tho citty where he dwells: therefore he come 
mands them to come tono other but to him, 
and forbids them the aſking almes of any 
Fave himfolfo, Or yery hike to this, Come »nts 
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»e &c. fayth our Sdyiour: therefore to na 
other but to him; and ſo forbids children to 
pray to their Parents, or to- beſeech other 
Chriſtians yet living to pray for them &c, 
-which notwithſtanding Proteſtants dayly 
practiſe : for if our Sauiours meaning be to 
exclude all ſaye himſclfe, when he ſaid, come 
vnto me &c.then the liuing muſt be excluded 
noe leile, then the Saints and Angels of 
heayen: and if the Saints yet liuing be not 
excluded, then our Sauiour did not intend by 
thoſe words to exclude all,and ifnot all;then 
it can ncuer be prouued from this text alone, 
that the coming,as wee doe,to Saints and An- 
gels is ſorbidden in this text. 

I anſwere therefore, that though our Sa- 
uiour in theſe words command all finners to 
come ynto him ; yet he commands them not 
to come ynto him only; and fo torbids not the 
comming vnto others, and this anſwer will, I f 
hope fatiſty any conſiderate perſon ſtanding 
preciſely in the force of the wotds, and in 
what by true diſcourfe may be deduced 
from them. 

' Yet for a more full fatisfacion,all Proteſtants 
are to underſtand , that when Catholikes 
come by prayr vnto any Saint or Angell, they 
ſtil] performe , what our Sauiour here com= 
- mands of comming to him: for wee come by | ax 
Fhcir interceſſion mediately vynto him, when p1 
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wee beg of them to pray to him forvs, no 
lefle then Proteſtants children come mediat- 
ly vnto him by the interceſſion of their pas 
rents when they defire them to pray to God 
to bleſlc them: and as the Centurian who by 


one Euangeliſt is ſayd to haue gone to Our March.s; 
Sauiour; and yet by an other,he only went to v.s.6, 
ſome of his friends to ſpeake to our Sauiour Luk.7.v. 
for him;which was to come mediately,or by *:3-+:5* 


their meanes to him : eſpecially ſceing that 


when wee pray to any Saint , or Angell, wee Concil. 
defire that all theyr praires for vs may be : 


heard through the merits of Chriſt, 


The text of S.Luke miſtaken, 


When you pray, ſay, out Father which art in heauen. Luk.1zs 


His textif it were only cited to proue, 

that wee ought to pray to God in this 
forme,is not againſt vs, but againſt thole Noe 
uelliſts who diſallow of it, If to proue that 
wee arc to pray in no other words nor torme 
ſuaue this; It concludes as much againſt Pros 
teſtants, who vic other tormes, as againſt vs: 
ifto proue- that wee are only to pray to God 
the father, it contradiats the former of com. 
ming to God the Sone;and if to pray to God 
only and not to Saints, or Angells ; it proues 
as wel that one Chriſtian Iuing may not 
pray to another,So that Proteſtants muſt con= 
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Tohn.16,” 


V.&5« 


Eoncil. 


Trid.ſ\e(l. 


24. 
Decrer. 


delnuoe, 


&c.lupra 


£1k. 


Lukerr, 


U,9, 
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 Sripture miſtake 
feſſe it prouts either too much,or nothing.In 


a word,all that can be drawne from it,is,that 


it teaches an excellent forme of praying to 
God, as appeares by the Apoſtles demand, 
Lord teach ys to pray ,and the ſcope of our Sa- 
uiours doctrine, againſt the hypocriſy of the 
Iewes.Matth.6.v.7. 


The text of S. Iohn miſtaken, 


Phatſoener yee ſhall aſke the Father in my name, 
he will gue it you. 


His is the conſtant and vniuerſall doQri» 

ne,and practiſe of the Church of Rome: 
for whether wee pray to any Perſon of the 
Bleſſed Trinity, or to any Saint, or Angell, ar 
to Father Or Mother, or any Chriſtian yet 
living, wee beg all Per Dommum noftrum leſum 
Chriftum &c, through our Lord Teſts Chriſt, 
orin his name, knowing that nothing is to 
be demanded or granted in heauen orinearth 
but for his ſake.which I repeat often,becaulc 
it imports much. 


An other text of S.Luke miflaken. 
Aſhe and yee ſhall hane, fecke'and yee ſhall fnde 
knocke,and it ſhall bee opened vnto you. 
> text hath not ſo mnch as any ſhew 
of prootc againſt vs: for wee dayly —_ 
al 
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and ſeeke,and knocke with full hope of what | 


is here promiſed. 


The third Proteſtant Poſition. 


Chrift our Saviour only mediatour, our Ad- 
nocate aud mterceſſorr.how dare wee admit - 
of any other? 


This u proued by Scipt are miſtaken. 


For thereis one God, and one mediatour be- ,,Tim,1s, 
twixt God and map,the man Chritt Iclus, 


The firſt Proof miſtaken: 


The word mediatour ,miſzpplyed againſt vs, 


His text {pcakes of a mediatour of Re- 

demtion only as appcares by the words 
following v.6. One mediator Sc. whogane him- Concil. 
felfe 4 rauſome for allwhich all Romain Catho» Trid. ſeff, 
likes grant to be but anly one, to wit, our 24-0 | 
Sauiour,lf 4ny mn ſin , wehave 18 Aduocate with i.lo.z.v” 
the Father,lefus Chrift the righteous: and he i the pro= & 2. 
pitiatian for our ſins,and not for ours,but alſo for the 
ſins of the whole world - It is Chriſt that dyed , yea 
rather that is riſen againe , who is euen at the nght 
hand of God,who alſo maketh intercefion for 4s, 


The 
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. Scripture miſtaken 
Theſecond Proof miſtaken. 


The w-rd Aduocate misvnderſtood 
and misapplycd. 


N this whole text, is not found that Chriſt 

only rakes intercethon for vs;or,that he only 

is our aduacate, (which is to be proucd) all 

that is fayd here, is, that wee haue an Aduocate 

with the Father, Chriſt leſus &c,and who alſo waketh 
interceſſion for vs ; which hinders not . but that 

there may be other aduocates, . and others 

ho make interceſſion for vs,in an inferiour 

Linde ;bef1des, this text, (as the former) ſpeakes 

only of an aduocate, and interceſſour, of re- 
demptionfar fins,as appeares by thoſe words, 

If any man ſin, we haue an aduocate 8c. and,he *5 

the propitiation for our ſins , and, it s Chriſt that 

dyed Sc. which wee grant muſt be only ong 
Thirdly,tu. :: two texts ſpeake of an aduocate 

and interceſlour worthy ro be heard for him- 

Concin, {clfe and his owne merits ; which is our Sa- 
Trid.ſe(, uiour only,not of other inferiour interceſſours 
#. Decre- and aduocates , who are not worthy to be 
pode Tn- ſheard for themſerues , or by vertue of any 
RRQ / merits proceeding from themſelues , conf1- 
dered according to their owne naturall for- 

ccs,or dignitics,but haue only acceſſe through 

the dignity & merits of Chriſt. This appeares 


by the words now cited, that they ſpeake of 
| an 
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an aduocate : worthy to bee heard ſor him« | 


{clfe.1.Timoth.2.v.s.Vho gaue himſelfe a ranſo« 
me for all.1 .Toannis 2.v.1.2. Hee us the propitiation 


for our ſins, it is Chriſt that dyed : fo that if inthe 


title of this obieRion, when it is ſayd , Chriſt 
our only mediaruor , our aduocate , and interceſſour 
how dare wee admit of any other ® be meant, 
how dare wee admit of any other media. 
tour,aduocate,or interceſſour of redemption, 
and propitiation for our {ins,and who is wor 
thy to be heard for his own dignity and me- 
rits,all Romain Catholikesvnanimouſly grant 
that wee dare not admitt of any other ſaue 


Chriſt : but if by the ſame words, be meant, 


how dare wee admit of any other mediatuor, 
aduocate,or interceſſour,not of Redemption, 
but merely of praying to Allmighty God for 
vs as his ſeruants, 44, our friends and fellow 
ſcruants, and that to be heard not for them 
ſelues, but for Chriſt ; wee may returne the 
fame queſtion vppon Proteſtans , and de« 
maund of them, how dare they permit their 
children euery night to kneele downe and 
beg of theirparets,that they will pray to God 
to blefſe them:for whar is this but to be a me= 
diatour , aduocate, and interceſſour, betwixt 
God and them, not of propitiation , or re- 
demption, but of praying to God for them 
through the metits of Chriſt? The ſame pra« 


Cils amongſt Proteſtants is , of grand-chil- ' 
k dren. 


——— 


Concl. 


T rcig.cit. 


dren,nephewes, god-children 8c. nay of all 

cniefally amongtt them,commending thems 
Tues to the praires of others. So that it is 
euident , that ſuch aduocates as theſe , cucn 
according to Proteſtants are not to be cx 
cluded by vertue of theſe texts , vnleſle they 
will condemne themlſelues. And this 1s the 
very ſame intercetfion that wee put amongſt 
the Saintsand Angells in heauen;becaule both 
the one and the other pray to God for vs 
through the merits of Chriſt;neither imports 
it for our preſent queſtion of one ſole aduo- 
catc,&c. that thoſe to whom wee pray , be in 
this world or in heauen : for if there be but 
only one,then no lefle thoſe others on earth, 
then thoſe in heauen, areexcluded 1 or if the 
interceſſion for ys vppon earth be not cx- 
cluded by force of this text, then Proteſtants 
muſt confeſſe that they themſelues muſt 
acknowledge Chriſt, not fo to be our media- 
tour,aduocate,and intcrceſſour,but that they 
dare , and doe admit ef others, and fo are 
faulty themſclues in what they accuſe vs: or if 
they ackuowledge no fault in this, as indeed 


there is gone, then they muſt ceaſe to accuſe 


vs, and yic the ſame diſtin&tion and explica= 
tiohs of the texts, here cited inthe obieQion, 
with vs; to wit,that they adinit only one me= 
diatour,or intcrceſſour, and aduocate of Re- 
demption and Saluation , where of the texts 
MM ſpcake 
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| prayed, and ſung prayſe to God; ſa that the priſoners y,xg. 
| beardthem. 
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ſpeake, bur more then one , of praying vnto 
Allmighty God with vs, and for vs by way of 

charity, and ſociety , (as 5.Auguſtine fayes) Contrs 
whereof the texts doe nor ſpeake : or thus, Fauſtum 
that there is but one only intercefſour which Mani- 

is worthy to be heard for hisown dignity and —_— 
merits ; but more then one, who are made — 
worthy by the merirs of Chriſt , who is that 

only independent mediatour, and all others 
depending of him , and his merits. Beſides 

theſe are mediatours , and interceiſours to 

Chrift as he is both God apd man , for ys, 

which Chriſt cannot be to himſclfe, for 4 me- | 
diatour muſt be bewixt two,as S.Paul faith, Gal.z.z6! 


The Third miſtake. 


It hath beene alwayes the praftife of God's Saints in 
their trouhles,and at all tymes,to call vppon hits. 


VVhen 1 was in trouble , 1 called vppon the Lord, Plal.n19.8 
#nd he heard me. 

Moyſ&, and Aaron,and Samuel,theſe called vypon Pal. 98.6] 
the Lord,and he heard them. 

And in the night Paul aud Silas being in Priſon, y a1; 


The 
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The third proof miſtaken. 


Theſe texts are cited to no purpoſe. 
Ee =u_ all this as nothing at all againſt 


our do&rine or praQtice ; for who can 
deny that wee both teach, and vlc to pray to 
God in all occafious,and in all our tribulations. 
Bur if it be intended that theſe texts , prouc 
thatwee areat all tymes to pray to God, and 
ſo at noe time to any creature,to pray to God | 
through Chriſt for vs, it is a pure miſtake,tor 
the texts ſay noe ſuch matter. 


"The fourth miſtake. 


PP. this is playne,thatit is the ancienteſt, 
the beſt and the ſafeſt way to come only 
to God in our prayers; and the contrary do« 
Qrine is both new , and abſolutely againſt 
Gods word. 


This miſtake diſcouered. 


+ * Noe fuch mater can be draun , from the 
texts cated, for by all that I haue anſwered, 
appearcs \ that Proteſtans themſclues, come 
"* not only to God in their prayers, but haue re- 
courle oftentymes one tor an others pg £ 
and defire others to pray to God with them, q 
' 2nd forthem, no lefle nor otherwiſe then do F 


thoſe of the Romain Church , and — 
| i$ 
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this pratice eyther muſt be ancient and 

agreeing with Gods word,or the Proteſtants 

practice is new,and againſt Gods word. Here 

alſoe may be added, as a further fatisfa&tion 

to theſe aboue cited miſtaken Proofes, that 

there is an other maine difference betwixt 

praying to Chriſt, the Bleſſed Trinity,or any 

of the diuine Perſons ; and our praying toan 

Angel,a heaucnly Saint, ot a good Chriſtian 

yct liuing. Forlour prairesto God, and Chriſt 

as our only Redecmer,are ftritly commaded, 

and arc neceſſary meanes to Saluation , and 

are acts , belonging to the worſhip of God 

properly and primarily, and foe are cxcrcizes 

ppettayning to the vertue of Religion taken 

preſly,and thus the inuocation,or praying, to 

cyther Angel, Saint , or liuing Chriſtian, is 

neyther vniuerſally commanded, nora meanes 

abſolutly necetſary to {aluation,(though it be 

avery great helpe towardsit) nor an ad be- 

longing immediarely, and neccſlarily to the 

ſtrict vertue of Religion, or the worſhip of 

God;bur an exercice good and profitable, and 

neceſſarily to be eſteemed as ſuch, by all true 

Chriſtians, asI haue allready deduced out of 

the Council of Trent.which I thought fit to Concil, 

renew in the Readers memory, leatt the con- Trid. (eff, 

trary miſconcceipt amongſt Proteſtants,of our *+**'& 

doctrine in this poin& , might alienate his 

aftcQion trom our Religion, If any one dee 
£-- {irs 
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fire to hauc the intocation of Saints arid Art 
pb (thus explicared) prouued by Scripture, 

e may pleaſe to examinc,Tob. 5.1. Call if there 
be any which will anſwer the,and to which of the Saints 
witt thou turne?where the ſcauenty Interpreters 
hauc it inGrecke, a7 A'yſ eAWY & icy 204, 
thar is, 8 turne the to ſome of the holyAngels, 
And Gen. 48.y. 16. The Angel which redeemed me 
from all av, bleſſe theſe Laddes. which is a plaine 
inuocation of an Angel, as in the former 
verſe 15. the like ſpeech wasan inuocation of 
God. And laſtly the firſt of Samucl, 28.v.7. 
to the 22. where the Scripture affirmes ex- 
preſly, 1.thrice ouer that Samuel himſelfe ap- 

cared, v.15.16.20, 2. that Saul worthipped 

im,and Samuel did not forbid him, and ſoc 
accepted of it,v.14. 3. that Saul deſired Sa 
pan 1 wa aſſt him,and foe inuoked him, v.15; 
4. that Samucl prophelicd truly what ſhould 
decome of Saul and the Ifſraclites army under 
him , as apprarcs in the next chapter, which 
was 4 manifeſt {igne that. he who appeared 
was not the diucl , but a true Prophcte of 
God , both becauſe the diuel hath noe ccr- 
faine knowlcdye of accidentall, and caſuall 
things to come , as thoſe which Samuel fo- 
retold were,and becauſe the Prophete Ierem, 
>" pon this for the ſignc of atruc Pro. 
phete ſent from God , The Prophete which pro« 


Pheſieth of peace, when the word of the Prophete ſhal 
| come 


Againft in the worſhip of Saints. 

come to paſſe, then ſhaft the Prophete be known,that 
the Lord hath truly ſent him. That he who here 
appearcd to Saul, was Samuel hemſelfe, and 
that he truly prophcſicd; is witneſſed by Ec 
clefiaſticus c.q46.v.20. And after his death he pro= 
pheſied, and ſhewed the king huende, and lift vp his 
yoyce from the earth ih propheſie , to blot out the 
wickedneſſe of the people:which booke though it 
be not accounted canonicall by Protettants, 
yet they muſt acknowledge it to be of greater 
authority,then any they can alleadge ot theyr 
party, to proue that it wis not Samuel. ney- 
ther concluds the reaſon, brought commonly 
by Proteſtants any thing againſt this, for 
| | though Saul had c Br to that wirth to 
> || raiſe him vp Samucl, and ſhe had conſented 
- |} todocit, yet the text ſaycs nor thar her cone 
; furing raiſed him,or that he was inforced to 
d come by force of her witchcraft, for firſt Sa= 
r muel attributes his coming vp not to her,but 
h | to Saul, v.15. why haſt thou diſquieted me? 
d ſecondly, it ſcemcs that foe ſoone as the wo- 
of | manhad conſented to Sauls petition, that Sa- 
[4 
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muel (by the power of God) preventing her 
wicked. conjurings, came vp unexpectedly, 

and fuddainly, and in a terrible, and unuſuall 

m. | maner, and therefore the text ſaics, v.12. 4nd | 
ro0- | when the woman ſaw Samuel, ſhe cried out withs ” ji _ 
r0« Þ lowd voyce. Thirdly, That woman faid not, I + 2 EV » 
ball JF raiſed, but I ſaw Gods aſcending from the 1/** 2-11. ©} 
E 2 cathy ',> 2.5. Co 

ef jiof Sami | 


Scripture muTake 
earth, where the Hebrew word, Elohim, Gods 
is = ordinarily taken for.good Spirits, of 
Angels inthe old teſtament. 

Theſe three texts may ſuffice for the pre- 
ſent, it being not my intention to-proue, but 
to defend, 


Co 
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Againſt holy Tmages. 
THE SECOND 
| CONTROVERSIE 


69 


Concerning the making and 
worlhipping of holy [mages. 
The Dodtrine of the Romain 


Chruch, concerning the uſc and ve- 
neration ofholy Images,dcliucred in 
the Council of Trent (e{1.24, 


>> Andat {anQa Synodus omnie 
@ bus Epilcopis, & ceteris doccns 

& (8 di munus curamque fuſtinen- 
9 tibus , vt — fideles diligenter 
LW inſtruant,docentes cos— Ima- 

gines--- Chriſti, Deipare Vir= 

g1N1s, GC alioruny Sanctorum, in templis t- 
{crtim habendag, & retinendas , cilque {chic 
tum honorem , & yenerationem 1mpertien- 
dam, non quod credatur ineſle aliqua in iis 
diuinitas yel yirtus, roptcr quam fint colen- 
dz,vel quod ah cisſfit aliquid petendum, vel 
quod fducia in Imaginibus fit figendazyelurtt 
olim ficbat a Gentibus , quz in Idolis ſpem 
ſuam collocabant, ſed quoniam honos qui cis 
exhibetur refercur ad Prototypa,que ill re- 
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7 Feripture miſtaken 
0 ye : 1ta vt per imagines , quas olcula- 

ur;6T corzm ts capur aperimus, 6 proe 
cumbimus , Chriſtum adoremus, & Sanctos 
quorum illz fimilitudinem gerunt venerez 
mur. Id quod conciliorum , przſertim vero 
{ccundz Nicenz Synodidegretis contra 1mas 
vinum oppuynatores eſt {ancitum.” 


© fe holy Council commands all Biſhops, 
and all others who haue the office and 


care, of teaching, thatthey diligently inſtru&t 


faithfull people,tcaching then that-the Ima- 
pcs of Chriſt,of the Virgin Mother of God, 
and'of other Saindts , are tobe had , and re- 
teyned,cfpecially in' churches , and that dug 
honour and venerationis'to be giuet to them, 
not that ' one belecucs that there is ary diui- 
nity in them,or power, for which they are to 
be worſhipped,or-that one is to afck any 
thing of 'themy, or that confidence is to be 

atin them,as anciently the gentiles did, who 
__ _ hope in Idoles; but becauſe the 

onour which is done to them , is referred 
to thoſe whom they repreſent. Soe that 
through the Images which we kiſfe, and be- 
fore which we uncouer our heades,and pro- 
ſtrate our (clues , we worſhip Chriit and his 
Saints wholc ſimilirudes they. are. which do- 
&rine is eſtabliſhed by the decrees of Coun- 
Cits,clpecially of the ſecond Council of Nice. 
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Againſt boly Images. wa 
Seeing therefore here the Council of Trent, 
expreſly .commands that all Biſhops , and 
Paſlours &c. teach this doctrine to all faiths 
full Chriſtians, noc Aduerſary of the Romain 
Church,can eyther doubt in prudece,whicther 
this be her do&rine , ner in charity iudge or 
afirme vppon a mere conieQurall ſu Sax , 
without any certaine and particular infor- 
mation , or proot,that Romain Catholicques 
commonly, and ordinarily pray to pictures, 
and put theyr confidence, and hope in them, 
belecuing that there is power, lite, and diui- 
nity in thoſe carued,or panited Images which 
they haue before them, and ſoc hoping to be 
heard and helped by them , as the hcathens 
did by theyr Idoles , this I ſay , noe man can 
ſay,oriudge in charity, becauſe he muſt cyther 
iudge that the Prelates, and Paſtours of our 
church,are generally negleing to teach the 
faithtull ynder theyr charge , what they are 
here commanded, which would be to accuſe 
them of a high , and hainous neglect , or he 
muſt iudgethat faithtull pcople, beceing ſuffi- 
ciently taught this doctrine by theyr reſpect 
ue Paitoury are proudly diflobcdient to theyr 
Paſtours, and the whol church in doing the 
quite contrary to what thy arc taught, 
which were to condemnc them of a greeuous 
linne, and that without any ſufficient reaſon, 
vppon amere coniccure , or voluntary and 


SS; raſh 


 - Fecipture miſtaken. 

* raſh iudgement contrary to the expreſſe come 
mand of our Sauiour, Luc.6.37.Nolite iudicare, 
CF non iudicabimini, Indge not, and you ſhall not be 
iudged. And as contrary to that of S. Paul, 
Rom.14-4. Tu quis es qui indicas alienum ſeruum, 
domino ſuo ftat aut cadit. VVho art thou who indges 
an others ſeruant he ſtands,or falls to his own maiſter 


The Council of Trent in the 
ſame ſeflion. 


N has autem ſanftas ac ſalutares obſeruationes ſs 
L qui abuſus irrepſerint , eas prorſus aboleri ſantta 
Synodus vehemcnter cupit,ita vt null.s falſt dogmatis 
Imagines , & Rudibus periculofi errors occaſionon 
prebentes.ſlatuantur. | 
But if any abuſes hane erept into theſe holy and pre- 
table obſernations, the holy Council vehement ly deſt= 
res that they bewholy aboliſhed,or taken away,ſoe that 
there be not expoſed any Images teaching falſe dottri- 
ne , and giuing occaſion of dangerous errour to ths 
common people. And then the Council addes 
theſe wrds. | 
Quod ft aliquando hiſtorias & narrationes ſacrs 
Scripture cum id indoſt plebi expediet, exprimi, & 
figurari contigerit ; doceatur populus, non propterea 
diginitatem fignrart , vel quaſi corporeis oculs con- 
ſpict, vel coloribus ant figuris exprimi poſit. 
But if fome times it happen that the hiſteries , ar 
paſſages of holy Scripture be expreſſed, and feared ont 
i 
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"Againſt holy Images. 
tu pictures , when that ſhall be expedient for the vn- 
learned , let the people be taught , that thereby the 
dininity is not painted,eyther as if it could be ſeene by 
corporeall eyes,or expreſſed by coulours or figures. And 
preſently aſter. | 

Omni porro ſuperstitio in Sanforum inuocatione, 
reliquiarum veneratione, & Imaginum ſacro vſtt 
follatur,omniz turpis queſtus eliminetur,ommis denique 
laſciuia vitetur. 

Moreouer let ail ſuperſtition in the inuocation of 
Saints, the veneration of reliques, and the holy vſe of 
Images be taken a way, let all baſe lucre be baniſhed, 
and let all immodestie be auoyded. 
 Andleaſt any Proteſtant ſhould conceiue 
that the ſecond Council of Nice, cited here 
by the Council of Trent, delivers any doEri- 
ne contrarie to what is here dcliuered , I 
thought fit to adioyne the words of that 
Council, "= 


The ſecond Council of Nice 
| Actione 3, 


On materie vel coloribus cultum offerentes, ſed 
4 Vper hec muiſibilibus viſubus ad principalem 
addutti honorem illt debitums impendentes. Scientes 
ſecundum Baſilium Magnum, quod Imaginis honor ad 
principalem tranſeat. 

Not preſenting worſhip to the matter or coulours, 
but through theſe being brought to the perſon repre» 
ſented by them,wee giue due honour to him. Knowing 
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74 Scripture miſtaken - 


according to Baſil the Great , that the honour af the 


Image paſſes ta him who u repreſented by it. 


Hauing deliuered the doftrine of the Ro= 
main Church in this point of Images , ler ys | 


now ſee whather Aduerſarics produce againſt 
it out of Scripture miflaken. 


The firſt Proteſtant Poſition, 


Tr is not lawfull to repreſent God the 
Father in any likeneſſc whatſoeuer 
of any Image. 


This is proucd by Scripture miſtaken, 


The firſt Proof. 
T- changed the glory of the incorruptible God, 


into an lmage made like to a corruptible man, 
and to birds, and to foure footed beaits, and to 
creeping things. 


Theſecond Proof. 


Ix yee therefare good heed ynto yeur ſelnes: 
for yee ſaw no manner of ſimilitude on the day 


that the Lord ſpoke to youin Horeb,out of the middeſt 
of the fier. 
Leaft you corrupt your ſelues,and make you 4 g14< 


yen iguage the ſimilitude of avy figure , the likgueſfe 


mate or female. 
o Om Theſe 


v# 


Theſe propfs miſtaken: 


| - En texts are miſfappleyed againſt the 


doqrine of the Romain Church, wee 
grant moſt willingly all that is fayd here: 
neither do wee cuer repreſent God the Father 


| by any image at all — or direUy: 


that isto f1gnity that he isof a figure or ſhape 
like that image: but cheefly (as wee haue now 
ſhewed in the Council of Trent) wee repreſent 
by our Images,the figures wherin he appeared 
to the ancient Prophets , hiſtorically, Ayd 1 
beheld till the thrones were caf doven; and the ancient 
of dayes did fit:whoſe garmets were white as ſnow; & 
the hayre of his head like to pure woll. This figure 
here deſcribed by the Prophet Daniel we 
repreſent:neither 1s it forbidden in any of the 
places alleadged,or any other of holy Scrip» 
ture , to repreſent the Ggures wherin All- 
mighty God hath pleafed to repreſent him- 
ſelte:for where isit forbidden to repreſent by 
way of hiſtory , this vihon of Daniel as he 
deſcribes 1t , or the viſten of other Prophets, 
and of S.Iohn in the Apocalyps , more then 
any other hiſtoryes of Scripture?Let any ſuch 
place be _—_ neyther by ſuch repreſene 
tations,do Romain Catholikes more belceue 
that God the Father is an old man , then did 
Daniel the Prophet belecue be was one, 
When he ſaw this viſion, For the Roman 
Church 


Againft holy Imagers 7s 


Concil. 
Trid. cit. 
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76 Sripture miſtaken 
Church both ſtedfaſtly belecues her ſelfe, and 


teachers,to inſtru all her children,that God 
Is 4 =_ ſpirit in himſelfe, and hath no body, 
or fipure,atall;and that ſuch like pictures are 
not to repreſent God immediately , but the 
figures wherin he appeared: And this cuen the 
little children are taught in their catechiſ- 
mes:and if ſome chance to he ignorant of it, 
it is not the Churches fault , but the fault of 
her particular Paſtours, who are negligent in 
inſtruting their flockes : as allo ignorant 
people may cafily fall to thinke as well 
amongſt Proteſtants,as Catholikes,that God 
the Father hath a right hand,8& conſequently 
2 body, becauſe they haue mention of his right 
hand in their creed : and the like is in many 
places of Scripture (read ordinarily by com- 
mon people in England) where God is fayd 
to haue teet, hands, hcad, face, mouth, eycs, 
cares,and particularly in.this viſion of Daniel, 
and others of $. Tohn in the Reuclations , it 
theſe words be not, by negligence of Paſtours, 
or Miniſters, well explicated : and yet not- 
withſtanding,astheſc words,he firs at the right 

| band of God the Father Allmighty,and the likc,arc 
not to be blotted out of the creed,or Scriptus 
re , but to be well cxplicatcd ; ſo allo thoſe 
pitures,though ſome,through their Paſtours 
negligence, may tall intocrrour by them,are 
not 


ſtrictly commandsall herPrelats, Paſtours,and | 


not tobe taken away, but explicated and cx« 
pounded according to the grounds of the 
Chriſtian faith , and the dorinc of the Ca« 
tholicke Chruch. Yet if any one would vrge 
that ſome attributes of God may be ſignifyed 
by ſome pictures which are vicd in the Ca- 
| tholicke Church, I anſwer, that thence fol- 
lowes not that we intend to picture the Di- 
uinity,or nature of God, or to ſignify that it 
15a viſible,corporall thing like tothat picture, 
butjonly to make a hieroglyphicall expreſſion 
of certaine attributes as wee doe when we Ice 
preſent vertues or vicesin certaine ſhapes, of 
men or weome, the better to expref{c the na« 
ture of them, not to fignity that they are cor- 
PR like to thoſe an Su 11: the white 
aire mentioned by Daniell , ſignitycs the 
neuer begining,nor ending. cternity of God: 
the crown, ſcepter, and world his abſolute 
dominion ouer all things:the light about 
him, his infinite gloryfand ſo of the reſt, 
Only here I thought fit, to note,that(ac= 
cording tothe Council of Trent aboue cited) 
The Church of Rome, hath not commanded, 
nor ordayned, that the Pi&ures, which thus 
repreſent the apparitions of God the Father | 
or God the holy Ghoſt, ſhould be had, and | 
retcyned eſpeacially in churchs , for there the | 
Council . mentions onlythe Images of our 
| | - Sauiour,and of Saints; butſhe only tolerates, 
as 
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or permits that ſuch other pictures may be 
made , when it is found expcdicat ; and that 
only hiſtorically. 

The ſecond Proteftant Poſition. 


Noe Image whatſocuer ought 


. to beworlhipped: | | 
Thisis proucd by Scripture miſtaken, 
The firſt Proofe. 
Leuic.16, JJ Ee ſhall make you no 1dolls,nor grauen Images; 
v.1, neither reare yee up 4 ſtanding iniage © neither- 


ſhall yee ſet wp ari Iinage of ſtone in yoiir Land 
50 bowt downe to it;for 1 am the Lord your God. 


The firſt miſtake. 


Noe word in this text, neceſfarily, ſrpnifies 
Image in the originall which'is 
| heere tranſlated Image, 
Ere is named Image three tymes, in ſo 
few wofds; and yct neither the 70.In- 
terpretes in greeke,fiof the yulgar tranſlations 
in Latine , haue ſo much'as oftce this word 
Image in the whole verſe: neither is there any 
word in the Hebrew text, which neceffarily 
fipnitycs 1mage,in this place;as is clearc out of | 
Pagtt» 
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Pagtinus his tranſlationaword for word ; So 
that this appearcs alſoc to be a miſtake like 
the fotttier,Colof.2. to decciue the ignorant 
rcadet, by making him abhorre holy Images, 
ſecing them ſo clearly and often forbiddenin 
his Engliſh Bible. I deny therefore that Ima» 
ocs are forbidden in this place , or the reuc. 
rence due to them : and it belongs to Pro« 
reſtants to proue it,neither will it be inought 
if they ptouc that ſome one of theſe wotds 
may be taken to ſignify an Image ; for they 
muſt ſhew that it muſt needs fgnify an Ima= 
$e,ih this very place, ifthey will conuince any 
thing againſt the worſhip of holy Images,ourt 
of it,for it may ſignify alſo thar which is no 
Image: and till they proue that it neceſſarily 
here {ignifyes an Image,thcy effe& nothing, 
eGecially {ceing that though any of theſe 
wordsin the Hebrew mighr fignify an Image 
in ſome ſecondary finification, yet hete they 
doe not: both becauſe the 70.Interpreters,and 
the aticietit vulgar tranſlation,and Pagninus, 
and almoſt all(fauc the new Proteſtant tranf- 
lations)put it otherwilc; and becaule the firſt 


word , Elilim in Hebrew fignifyes ati Idol or Elilias, 


falſe God, as it is here tranilated by Proteſt. 
ants,and colcquently all the words following 
muſt be taken for Idolls to agree with it ; the 
difference betwixt an Idol,and an Image, E 
will giuc you preſcntly, i 
The 


Exod.z0, 
v.45; 


 _TheSecondProofe. 
Hou ſhall not niake to thy ſelfe any grauen Ima- 
ge,nor the likeneſſe of any thing that is in heauen, 
aboue, or in the earth heneath , or in the water vnder 
the earth : thou ſhalt (uot bow down to them, not 
worſhip them. 


The Second miſtake, 


The Hebrew,and Greek words here put, 
Grauen Image ate miſtranſlated. 


HE apaine is the word , grauen Image, 
& A put in tothe Englith text,contraty both 
to the Hebrew, and Grecke text:the Hebrew 
word here is *2? peſel, which the 70. Intcr« 
preters in this | tranſlate in the Greeke 
#dwxoy,an Idol,or falſe God,and the Latine, 
ſculprile, which in the ceclefiaſticall fignifica» 
tion, is always through the whole Scripture 
taken for an Idol or repreſentation of a falle 
God,when it is forbidden;as alſo the Hebrew 
word peſel, which is neuer taken in 'a good 
ſenſe for any Image truly repreſenting any- 
thing exiſtent as it is really in ir ſelte, as 
carued or graucn Curioſityes. 

Now the difference betwixt an Image;and 
at Idol is this:an Image 1s a repreſentation of 
atrue thing , which cither is,or is poflible to 
bein; that very maner wherin he who makes 
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or y{cs the Image, intends to repteſcnt it asthe 
paintings or caruings of trees, of flowers, of 
beaſts,of men,or women, which we ordinarily 
vic in our houſes. Thus the word Image is 
taken,Gen. 1.26.and 27.Gen. 5.v.36. Deurt.4. 
v.16. 2.Cor:4.v.4.Colofl.1.y.1g.and in many 
NOther places:and in Hebrew it is called rſalem 
in Greeke & xay,ihon. 

But an Idol is a- repreſentation of what 
neither is;nor can poſſibly be as he who ma= 
kes, or vices it,intendsto repreſent it;and ther- 
fore is called Abacuc 2.v.18.s falſe phantafie in. 
the 50.Interpreters, and according to the 
Hebrew, a thing which tells alye, that is, re« 
preſets that to be,which neither is,not can be. 
And Ifay 44.v.1o. an Idol is called vanity,or, 
profitable tor nothing. And S.Paul 1.Cor.8.4. 
we know thatan Id dis nothing in the world; 
becaule it repreſents that to be God ; which 
neither is, nor poſſibly can be God , becauſe 
there 1s but one only true God ;and therefore 
in Hebrew, Idols are called Elilim, that is va« 
nity,or falfity;and in Greeke &FoAoy,that is,an 
empty and Idle fiction of the brayne. Hence 
it comes to paſle that the very fame materiall 
repreſentation , may in divers reſpects bean 
Image, and an Idol; an Image, in regard of 
that which is truly repreſented by it ; an Idol, 
inreference to that which it repreſents falſly 
and lyingly.Thus the picture of the Sun is an 
F Image 


82 Scripture miſtaken 
Image therof, ſo far as it repreſents the face; 
beaines , and figure of the vilibile ſun, and 
puts vs iti remembrance of it : Bur the very 
fame materiall picture will be an Idol in as 
mnch as it is made to repreſent the fun as a 
God,and a {oueraine diuine power,asthe hea 
| thens repreſent it in their Idols; And hence 
by different perſons , the fame materiall pic- 
fure,or ſtatue may be eſteemed and reſpected 
as an Image,or asan Idol: for arruc Chriſtian 
ſeeing the Image of the Sun,will regard only 
the true repreſentation of the true ſuhe in it; 
but the Heathen will eſtceme it as conteyn- 
ing , or repreſenting ſome diuinity or deity, 
and foto him it will be an Idol; That which 
here I exemplify in the Sunnes picture, is 
to be extended to all other repreſentations of 
men, or other creatures: for it 1ny one,in an 
hiſtoricall way would repreſent ſome reall 
paſſage in the life of Mars, Iuno, Iupiter, Sa- 
turne, Venus &c.astheywere men,or weomen 
once here liuing vppon earth, and go no 
further ; thoſe very pictures will be Images 
only,that is, true repreſentations of that which 
once was;but it one intend to draw their pic= 
tures, or caruc their ſtatues, with defigne to 
repreſettt them as Godsand Goddeſfeszit will 
be in that regard no Image , buta pure Idol, 
fallly repreſenting that ro be God , which 
zietther was,hor ealt he God, 

And 
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And the very ſame Aifferent-reſpeR is in 
force in thoſe very pictures which Proteſtants 
allow of : for it one ſhould haue the pictures 
of Qucene Elizabeth, or King Iames, merely 
to repreſent them as they indeed were, the 
one true King,the other truc Queen of Eng= 
tfand , the would be Images only ; bur it a 
Heathen ſhould make a God of each of them 
(as they vſcd to doe of thar ancient Kings 
and Qucenes) and intend to acknowledge 
them,by that picture,qs luch,-thiole very pics 
rures would become Idols, falſly repreſcating, 
what neither was,is,nor car þe. And the fame 
rule is.to be veritycd..in. the Catholike pictu- 
res of Saints: for it they be only ———— 
as holy perſons,as Martyrs,as Virgins, as glo- 
fious in heauen with their and our God,then 
their pictures are only true Images, as truly 
repreſenting the Saints as they axc.. 

Bur itany one through ignorance,or malie 
ce, ſhould attribute any dine power, or any 
thing proper to God , to them, or account 
them Gods,or Goddeſlcs, to ſuch the picty- 
res of Saints would be no Images, bur Idols. 

This therefore ſuppoled as neceflary.to 
diſtinguiſh, betwcene an Image and an Idol, 


I anſwer to the text of Exodus cited in the Exod. s, * 


phiection,that both according tothe hebrew Y-4+4- 

*D? peſel, and the grecke £idwaoy,idolum, and 

the ancient Latin ſculptile, that which is here 
F p 4 to! ide 
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Scriptiere miſtaken 
forbidden,is an Idol,and notan Image,as the 
Proteſtants Engliſh. Tranſlation falſly hath it; 
and conſequently the other word following 
Temounach, which in hebrew ſignifies an ddl 
alſo, which repreſents any creature falſely as. 
a God; it being only a declaration of the for- 
mer word peſe!, and fo fignifying the very 
fame thing which peſe! ſignifyes, that is an 
Idol; which the coiuntion vye(and in Engliſh) 
not obſcurely declaresto ſuch as are (ilfull in 
the hebrew tongue, which-ioynes two words 
togeather,in the ſame fignification for greater 
explication : andyet this is made wholy out 
ofdoubtDeut..v.8.as it ſtands in the fs 
Lotegaſe lecha,peſel,col temonnach 8c. where the 
very ſame words of Exodus 20.are repeated, 
thou ſhalt not mabe to thy ſelfe an Idol, all the likeneſſes 
#1 hezuen: where the ſenſe is nothing bur this, 
thou ſhalt not make tothy ſelfe an Idol, that 
i8any likenefle or figure in heauen:ſo that all 
the likeneſfes forbidden in the 20.0f Exodus, 
are the fame which are forbidden here Deut. 
F-thatis, ſuch as arc peſel,Idolls, or repreſenta« 
tions of falſe Gods. Andthis is further con- 
firmed out of Exod. 20. v.3.3. where God 
himſelfe explicates thoſe former words in the 
fame chapter.v.4.you ſhall not make to your ſelues 
Gods of ſiluer : nor you ſhall nor make to your ſelues 
Gods of gould , which are peſel,and temounach, 
Exod.20.v.4.and yet laſtly that peſel put thero 
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mnthe Hebrew , fignifycs the ſame with et , a 
God,ismoſt cleare out of Elay 44.v.10. who 
hath formed a Gad,or molten 4 grauen Image which 
is profitable for nothing. in hebrew the word 
Here is peſel; and though the Proteſtant Eng- 
liſh tranſlation haue it,grauen Image falfely, as I 
noted before, yet ccrtayne it is, that euen ac- 
cording to your owne tranſlation , it here 
fignifyes the ſame with a falſe God,as isxcleare 
out of the words, and yet much clearer in 
the 17.verſc, end of the riſidue of it he maketh 4 
Godeuen bis gratten Image,laith your tranſlation; 
where the ſame pecce of wood carucd , is 
called aGod of the heathens , and agrauen 
Image ; in hebrew, lephiſlo , his Ido! , or graucn 
repreſentation of a falſe God , and yet to 
ſhew vnanſwearably that this word peſel, 
cuen by Retormes ought to be tranſlated 
1del,or at leaft is capable of that ſtenification, 

let any Proteſtant read his more ancicnt 
tranſlations, and he ſhall find that which is 
called graven Image,in the later tranilations,to 
be called 1dol,or his 1dol,v.17. ofthe 44.0f Ilay 
in theyrmore ancient, which in Hebrew 1s 
Pheſel Phiſelo, which in this 20. of Exodi v.4. 
they alwayes tranſlate graven Image. (Sec the 
Bibles printed, in King Edwards tyme, and 
others of the moſt ancient Proteſtant Prints,) 


-comimy of the word peſt ſo often cited. 


Hauing thereforg demonſtraded , that in 
F 2 the 
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the two places cited in the obie@ion, Exod. 
ho v 4, and Leviticus the 26. v. 1. no othet 
(rp repreſentation , or likenefle of any 
reature is torbidden, but only (ich as are ink 
tended, to repteferit them, by way of Idola- 
try,as Gods,and deityes, (which they neithet 
are, not can be) and not as creatures, Saints, 
Angpells,8c. which they truly are. The'ſecod 
oynt propounded inthe obie&ion;about the 
otſhip of piEures,or Tmapes,of our Sauiour, 
or Saints,&c. will eaſtly be determined: for it 
mult be a worſhip, (which is furbidden in the 
forenamed places) proportionate or cor. 
reſpondent to the thing which thoſe Idols rc- 
preſent; which' is a God ; and that can be 
nothing elſe but'a' druine worſhip, or an 
homage piuen te a diuihe power : and this is 
ſo cleare , that none who vnderſtand it, can, 
doubt of it. Yet becauſe I intend, as much as 
may be,toconfirme eucry thing I ſay, by cleare 
texts of holy Scripture , we muſt firſt note; 
that the foolith Idolatry of the Heathens con- 
demned in holy Scripture { alnioſt through- 
out)is that they did adore, worſhip, and pray 
to that very materiall grauen,or paynted thing 
(which they had before theyr eyes)as a God: 
This is {6 cuident outthe 44.of Efay,y.17.iuſt 
now Cited , that it' puts the matter'out of 
queſtion,cuen as it ſtands in your owne Bible: 
And the reftdue therof he maketh a God ,euen a grauen 
PER" Pls FR : - . Image; 
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Image ; he falleth downe vnto it, and worſhippeth it, 
gud prayeth unto it, and ſaith, deliver me, for thou 
art my God. So allo is this matter clearly ſer 
downe inthe bopke of wildome,chapters 13. 
and 14.in many verſcs at large:which,though 
Proteſtants receive not as Canonical] Scriptu- 
re,yet they put it in their Bibles, and therefore 
eſteeme it not to be a lying table, eſpecially 
agreeing ſo well in this mattgr with other 
parts of Canonical! Scripture.So alſo Ieremy 
2.v.28.and 16.v.20.Dan.3.v.12.14-18. and the 
5-Y.4-23*Olcas 8.y.6.Pſal.133.v.4. and many 
other places which I omit tor breuitys ſake: 
where it appeares clcarly that the Heathens, 
and Idolaters cfteemed that viſible picture 
hctote them to be a God,and to hauc power 
to heare their prayers, and to hclpe them,and 
ſo they bowed vnto it, worſhipped it with dis 
uine honour, prayed to 5 ye their hope 
in it. This naked as certaine,it will preſents 
ly be thought molt reaſonable to vnderſtand 
that worſhip of picturcs , or reſemblances of 
things to be forbidden, Leuit. 26. v.1. and 
Exod.20-v.4. which 1s generally cxplicated 
in ſo many other patlages of boly Scripture; 


for by clearer places the more obſcure are to 
be explicated and expounded, cuen accord= 
ing to Prateſtants: Seeing theretore,the word 
_— downe,and worſhipping in the Proteſtants 
eranll: 


ation is ſet downe in the two fayd pla- 
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ces,genetally and withour: clearly expreſſing 
what kind of worſhip is meant, we muſt gates 
her the further explication of it out of other 
places of holy Scripture , where it is more 
diſtintly and clearly deliuered: and indeed, 
though the textin the 20.0f Exod,be obſcure, 
and penerall in Proteſtants tranſlations in 
theſe words,thou ſhalt not bow downe to them,nor 
worſhip them , yet in hebrew , and the 9o.in 
grecke there is lipht enough giuen to dirc& 
vs in the true vnderſtanding;of them,namely, 
that it is a diuine worſhip * TS? is fore 
bidden; for the hebrew words ye lo ragauethens 
ſignify,and you ſhall net ſerue them; which word 
ſhewes an homage or ſeryice done to thoſe 
Idols,as to things capable of ſuch offices done 
yuto them, and endued with knowledge, yn« 
derſtanding,power, and diuinity : for no man 
is ſtrictly and properly ſayd to ſerue that 
which is wholy voyd of knowledge to exact 
or byoope of that ſcruice: and hence appeares, 
that if the Proteſtats had followed cloſely the 
firſt anq ordinary fignification of this word 
in the originall (as they profeſſe to do) and 
tranſlated itthus, thou ſhalt not bow down to them, 
por ſerye them , the wotg'ſerg would haue gi» 
pen occaſion of yn ring a right the 
word bow dovn,that is luch a bowing —_ as 
is vicd to thoſe whom wee ſcrue , who are 
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Againſt holy Images. 
of ſcruice, ſuch as we eſteeme to be endued 
with knowledge nnderſtandimng,and power, 
able to recciue our ſcruice, and affiſt vs in our 
petitions. And to demonſtrate that thistranfla- 
tion of yours is not without partiality and 
dubble dealiug,of putting worſhip torſerue,the 
word worſhip young put in of purpole to bring 
the ignorant people from the reuerence of 
holy Images,as they are reuerenced amongſt 
Romain Catholikes ; you muſt know,that in 
ahundred other places of Scripture where 
Moyles, Caleb, Ioſua, Dauid, and othets are 
called ſeruants of God in your tranſlation, 
not worſhippers, the hebrew hath the very 
ſame word gauedy my ſeruant , which is vicd 
here in the 20.0f Exodug;end yet further the 
traud appeares more clearly Hier. 13.v.10. the 
16.v.11.and 22.v.9.where the two very ſame 
words put in hebrew, which arc in Exod.20, 
now cited,and applycd to falſe Gods, are al- 
wayecs tranſlated adore , and ſerne , becauſe it 
ferued not their purpoſe to tranſlate it othcr= 
wiſc; only in Ex0d.26, and the like to breed 
a hatred of the worſhip of holy Imapes, inthe 
common peoples minds,it muſt be tranſlated 
fall down and worſhip : and yet more clearly by 
their owne tranſlation they conuince them= 
elucs of parciality;for in the Pſalme 96.aliter 
the 97. v.7. they hauc theſe words; confounded 
lrall thoſe whe ſerue grauen Images, who booſt theme 
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felues 4 Idols : where in the Hebrew, the ſame 
words arc, which are Exod.20. gauthe',peſel; 
where alſo may be gathered, rhat,that which 
they pleaſe falſly to tranſlate graven Image, is 
the very ſame with a heathen Idol , as being | 
toyned with it as the ſame thing in ſignifica-ſ} | 
tion, And to vrge an other place,this partiality |}. 
isclearly conuinced out of the firſt text cited |} 
by the perſon who writ it:Matth,4.v. 10. It #s 
written, thou ſhalt worſhip the Lard by God,and him 
only ſhalt thou ſerue: where the 6.0f Deut.v.13. | 
(from which that of $. Matthew is taken) | * 
hath the very ſame hebrew word gauedth, 
which is here tranſlated worſ-ip in the 20. of ; 
Exodus,and there ſerue. But to put all out of 
quettion,and to bring an yndeniable diſcouc- 
of their fraud and falhood in the tranſlate 
ing of this hebrew word gauedh worſlip , not 
ferne,itjsto be noted, that in their more ancient F 
tranſlations of theſe words. Ex0d.20.v.q.thcy 
tranſlated it, thou ſhalt not bow down vnto them, 
nor worſhip them, as appeares by the text here] | 
cited in the obieQion, and by the Bibles themsſ| * 
ſelucs:but in their Jater impreſſions and tranſ« 
lations of the yeare 1538.and ſomywhart before, 
and ſince, they have corre&ed this errour, 
and put it,thou ſhalt not bouw down vnto them,not 
ferue them, both in Eod.and Leyiticyz : yet be- { 
cauſe they had taught all the common people | * 
tolay itafter the ancienterroncousmaner,it15 
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ſtill in the cate:hiſme ſer down in the com- 
mon prayre booke, thou ſhalt not bow down vnto 
them, nor worſhip them, leaft if they ſhould have 
changed it there, the people might haue 
diſcouered that they had beene taught their 
commandemints amiſle, arid that in the an- 
cient editions of the common prayer, the 
commandements were otherwile then in the 
fatter: but the correction in the Bible might 
more eaſily be admitted, becauſe few of the 
common people read the commmandements 
asthey ſtand there. But that at one view may 
be ſeene the' manifold tricks and diuiles, 
frauds, and' deceits vſcd in the ſophiſticating 
and talſifying of this text in their tranſlations, 
I will briefly ſet thein all down together: 


Þ| Firſt therefore, contrary to both hebrew and 


precke , and Latin ,' and all antiquity , they 
tranſlate, peſel,e3 w>ov, ſculptile; orauen Image. 
Secondly,they ad the word any'; thou ſhalt not 
make to thy ſelfe any 2rauen Image ; which is not 
in the hebrew, but thus, thou ſhalt not make 
tothy ſelue an 14a: or if the Proteſtant tranſ- 
lation of pefet were true, it ſhould haue beene 
4 grauen Tmige,not,any raven Image. And this 
they ſeeme toadde,therby ro make the igno- 
rant belecuc that all ſorts of Images 5 a 
ſoeuer,cuen of our Sauiour,and of his Saints, 
are here forbidden by this pgenerall clauſc,thou 
ſhale not make to thy ſelfe axy grauen Imape, 
3 Thirdly 
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_. Thirdly, to make the text yet moreto ſound 
againlt vs, in the cares of the vulgar , they 


make it {ay, nor the likeneſle of any thing that} 


is in heaven aboue &c, whenit ſhould be ac- 
cording to the hebrew,col tegumach aſher, not 
any likenefle which is in heauen, or verbatim 
thus , orall and cucry likeneſle which is in 


_ Heaven, not of any thing which is in heauen, 


theſe werds any thing being added vnto the 
hebrew text ; therby to perbkwade the vn- 
learned , that the likened: of all things in 
heauen and conſequently of our Sauiour, the 
Angells,and Saints,arc here prohibited: wher 
as the dire meaning of the text is, to for- 
bidde theſc likeneſſes to be made which ap- 
peare viſibly in the materiall heauen to the 
corporeall eys,as the ſunne,moone,ſlarrs &c 
as is cleare Deut.4.v.1g. which agrees well 
with the hebrew text , any likeneſſe which is in 
heauen ; for at that time, when this comman- 
dement was giuen, there was nothing in the 
imperiall heaucn,which had any viſible figure, 
or could be immediatly expreſſed by any vis 
ſible picture, as a true Imaye of it, tor there 
was nothing then in hcauen but God and his 
holy Angels. But the Engliſh tranſlation, th 
likeneſſe of any thing which is in heauen,is lubie& to 
giue occaſion to the ſimple reader(who being 
taught that our Sauiour with his Saints arc 
in hcauen,and that they are forbidden in this 
COM 


ha 


"'< g 0! {4 


commandement to make the likenefle of any 
thing which is in» heauen , to thinke that th 
are clearly forbidden ro- make the likeneſſes 
or Images, of our Sauiour, & the Saints: and 
thus the common people of our nation ot- 
dinarily SE it, and their miniſters, 
and teachers , nuzzle them vp inthis errour. 
Fourthly,yet further to extend the words of 
this commandement to all forts of holy li- 
keneſles , and ſmmilitudes, though in thelittle 
catechiſme contayned in their common 
rayer-booke, they put the commandement 
thus,nor the likeneſſe of any thing mhich is in heauen 
aboue &c. which was Ieſle intolerable , yet ir 
their Tranſlations from the yeare 1638. they 
adde another any to the text, thus, nor any 
kkeneſle of any thing, that they may be ſure 
toinclude all. And _—_ in their laterTranſ- 
htions, the the word any, any Image, 4 
thing, in ny/ "hong fetter þ— Gonifh to he 
more learned, that it isnot in the originall;yet 
in theyr little Catechiſme they are ſtill put in 
the very ſame letter with the reſt , as if they 
were no leſle in the originall then the other 
words; which may be noted for arr other 
fraud:and F finde theſe words of Exodus|thus 
tranſlated , in a booke called the confeſſion of 
faith, reprintedat London for the Compaignie 
of Stationers,1652.all the words being in the 
hams leter:pag.167.Thau ſhalt not make ynto thee 
ay 
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Laſtly,for ſerue,thcy haue putworſhip,as I hauc 
now /arlaty — wt 6 4 wet words, 
thou ſhalt ndt make to thy ſelſe any grauen Image, 
nor any likeneſſe of any thing 8cathou ſhalt not bow 
gown vnto them, nor worfhip then , are 11x miſta, 
kes,corruptions,or additions to, the text. And 
though ſome of theſe, in them(ſclues, may be 
iudged to beof no great mament,and might 
vaſl: amion>ſt ftich as with a ſincere mean« 
ing ſhonld admit ſome of themin their tranſ« 
lation,yet in our new Reformiſts, who labour 
all they can to preſſe this text to common 
people abone all others, againſt vs, and about 
the meaning wherof wee arc in great Con» 
trouerly:and who profeſle,reieRing all other 
Tranſlations , to ſtand eloſely and ſtrictly to 
the hebrew text,they are wholy incxculable. 
Now it any illitterate Proteſtant much de- 
uoted to his miniſters,and teachcrs, and con- 
dent of their ſincerity in Tranflating God's 
word, ſhould not be brought by what I haue 
yet ſayd, ro beleeue that they would put 
Image , in the place of Idol , your adde other 
wordsto the text , which are not in the ori- 
ginall, thereby decejuing the .people : tor a 
clcare and vndeniable proofe of their parti- 
ality and deceit in this particular,let him cxa- 
min the 11.chapter tothe Romans, v.4. and 
the firſt of the Kings, c.19.y.18. and his own 
cycs 
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eyes will tell him that thicy have added the 
word lmazeto the text:for he hill find in the 
Tranflatiohs of the yeare 1648. and about 
that ryme,thele words, Rom.11.v.q- who haut 
not bowed the knee to the Im1ge of Baal: where 
theſc three words, the Image of, are added to 
the text, being neither in the preeke, Latin, 


[hor hehrew: for it ſhould be,who hane not bowed 


the knee to Baal.Not as they haue it,to the Image 
of Baal,theword !mage being added of putpoſe 
C it ſeemes)to create a hatred in the harts of 
the common people , againit the viſe of hol 

Images,{ceing them ſo expreſly forbidden'in 
their Bibles,cucn in the new Teſtament, Now 
that it may vnanſwerably appeare , that this 
word Image is added to the text, looke into 
this very text cited by S.Paul, outof the firſt 
of the Kings,c. 19.v.18.in their own Bible,and 
you ſhall find it thus, all the knees which haue not 


bowed ynto Baal,without theſe words, the Image Rom.ty 
of Baal. And that they may vndoubtedly Y-4+ 


know that theſe words are added to the text 
in thoſe later Tranflations, tet them peruſe 
this place in the more ancicnt Tranflations, 
of King Edwards , or Queene Elizabeths 
tyme,and they mill find this text tothe Rom. 
6e11.y.4.Withour this addition,thuspvhich haue 
not bowed the knee to Baal , as indeed it ſhould 
be. And though in the latter Tranſlations, 
thoſe words rhe Image be put a different print, 
ot 
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or letter , which may ſignify to ſuch as are 
lcarneg,that they arc not in the originall,yet 
this may baths be called into queſtion, 
becauſe the word of , which hath a neceflary 
tclation to:the two fotmer words the Image, 1s 
put inthe ſame print or letter with Baal , and 
the reſt of the text, which is in the original; 
thus, which haue not bowed the knee to the 
Image of Baal ; and for what belonges to the 
vnlcarned , who are moſt in danger to be 
ſeduced by ſuch ſhifts as theſe,they are come 
_y ignorant of the reaſon why ſome 
wordsarein different or leſſe letters, and all they 


find inthetext,they take to be equally Scrip. | 


ture,and the word of God,as I haue had cx« 
perience of about a hundred togeather, who 
all eſteemcd the words the Image to be no lefle 
Scripture , then the reſt of that text, yeal 
_ found one who very cagerly and ſtrongly 
vrged this text, againſt Images,telling me,and 
glorying in it, that Images were condemned 
expreſly in the new Teſtament by thele 
words of S. Paul. Neither can it ſtand with 
the rules of true and fincere T ranſlatours, to 
adde when they pleaſe , and when it makes 
for theyr aduantage , and indangers the 
deceiuing of the od in matters of Res 
ligion; (as here it doth ) by adding certaine 
words, which arc neither found in the hes 
brew, grecke, nor Latin, ( as theſe are not) 


though 
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though it be in a different letter. In the Bibles 


gainſ} holy Images. 99 


printed,1648.at London, by Robert Batker, 
I find the {aid words in the fame letter with 
the teſt,thus,which hawe not bowed the knee to the 
Image of Baal, by which the ynlearned Readers 
cannot iudge A that theſe words, the Image 
-_ as much the word. of God as the reſt, 
ceing them all in the ſame print and letery 
with the other words of thetext , elpecially 
when they marke , that in a hundred other 

laces, the words which arc not in the oria 
ginall are printed in a different leter , fron 
the others in that very Bible. which makes it 


| probablc in a high degree,if not certaine, that 


the maner of printing in thistext, is a mere 
corruptdealing ofour aduerſaries, and a wils 
full adding to the word of God, to incenſe 

the ignorant againſt Images, . 
- M.Fulck, in his Engliſh eranſſation, and 
commentaries vppon the new Teſtament. 
Printed at London by the deputies of Chris 
ſopher Barker,1 589.exuſes this addition by 
allcadging that in the gfrecke text here in 
S. Paul, Rom:11.4. the arncle is of the femi- 
nine gender,ty Badai& therefore mult agree 
with,£3xgy,lmage, beceing allo of the feminine 
gender A which word though it be not EX 
reſled in the grecke, yer faith Fulck, it isto 
nod nad ſoc might lawfully be cxs 
preſſed in the Engliſh ING Bur that 
this 


93: Scripture miſtaken 
thisanfiver is a mere cuaſion,yrounded vppon 
a falſe principle , I wAl preſently make ma- 
nifeſt for firſt it is notthe cuſtome of Greeke 
authours, ſpeaking of the ſtatues ,or Idols of 
theyr Gods,to expreſſe them in the feminine, 
as referred to «gyw but iti the maſculine ar. 


ſtatua beares. 
_ Secondly Ads 19. 35. thoſe words which 
M.Fulck andother Proteſtants vnderſtand; 
of the ſtatua, or Image of Diana, are not put 
in greek with the feminine, but with the mal= 
| culine or newter gender, $ 427725, whereby 
1s manifeſt, that when the grecks _— of 
theyr Idols,and ftatuas,they referre them,not 
to £34gya 8& the feminine, but rather to &3w« 
Xov, of the newter gender, or ſome ſuch like 
word, 

Thirdly, inthe 1.of Kings 19.18. whence 
this text of Rom.1x.4.is taken,the Septuagint 
haue itin the maſculine gender,+s Bax. and 
yet both thisplace , and that of S.Paul muſt 
neceſſarily be vnderſtood to ſpeake of the 
fame thing, and in the ſame ſcnce , which 

. ſeeing the Proteſtants 'will haue to be only, 
the ſtatua , or picture of Baal, it muſt needs 
follow , that the reaſon why $.Paul hath it 
in the feminine gender , is not becaulc it. 
ſpcakes of that viſible, and artificiall Idol, for 
Kings 19.18,ſpcaking alſo of that, hath it " 
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ticle,as referred to the God, whoſe name that Þ 
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' themaſculine yum To Baa This therefore 


is not the Reaſon, but S. Paul puts it in the fc- 
minine and the Septuagint in the maſculine 

cnder, becauſe Baal was a common name to 
the Idols of the heathens, which weare adored 
by the Iews, thus nothing is more familiar in 
the old Teſtament , thento put that wordin 
the plurall number , Baaliin , becauſe it was 
common to many falſe Gods, which weare 
compriſed in that name- now thoſe Gods 
{ome were males,and ſome femalls, and foe of 


both genders ;; amongſt which Afſtarthes 


Queene, and Goddeſle of Sidonia, was the 
moſt famous , where of familiar mention is 
made in the old Tcſtament , ſpeaking of 
Baalim, and Aſteroth. Sccing theretore that 


both S. Paul, and the booke of kings ſpcake 1;Kings 
of a generall worſhipping of Baal through 11-5-33- 


the whol Kingdome of Liracl , which mutt 
be extended to all theyr falſe Gods whether 
men or woemen, it might hkewiſe be tranſ= 
lated truly both in the maſculine gender inthe 
firit of the kings , and in the feminine in the 
11.to the Romains , as comprehending both. 
And foe S.Paul hath it 75 Ba&a, in the femi= 
nine,not in reference to &zgva, Image,as Fulk 
would haue it , bur in reference to Aſtarthes, 
or other wocmen Goddeſles, comprehended 
in that generall word Baal, as Catholicque 
docours vndgrftand it, tor according te this 
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200 | Scripture millaken 
expoſition, both the old and new Teſtament 
arc eaſily reconciled , but according to Fulk, 
neyther can the old be here reconciled with 
the new, not the new with it ſelfe, as I haue 
declared. whence appeares, ſceing.this reaſon 
failes, which Proteſtants foly alleadge for 
theyr defence, that the word Image, 15 here 
added to the text , with out any ſufficient 
rcaſon,and foe falſely and corruptedly. 

I finde the like addition of the word 
Iniage, AQts 19.35. aboue cited, where though 
the greek word be of the maſculine gender, 
(as I hate declared)yet thc word Image(which 


Icdges)is put into the Engliſh OY the 
Image which catne down from Iupiter,where there 
was noe rcaſon at all ro put Image, ſeeing the 
greeke words are maſculine, but the Readey 
may eaſily diſcouer by ſuch indire& pro- 
cecdings as theſe,that it is not the gender, but 
the generall diſguſt agaitiſt holy Images, which 
cauſed theſe additions, for whether the greek 


Neyther is that which M.Fulk allcadges of 
any force,for the greek words may be retered, 
to 7xrov,and be tranſlated, as our yulgar hath 
It, louis Prolis, Inpitets child, hauing rather relation 


if it be zcfexred to that Idol which was re» 
{er ued, 


is not in the originall as M. Fulk acknow- | 


article bc maſculine,or feminine, Image muſt | 
come inzas is cuident from theſe wo texts | 


to the Perſon, then to the Idol of Diana. Or | 
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Againſt holy Images. 202 
ſerucd, with ſoc greate honour in the tewple 
of Epheſus, yer by reaſon of the great ſtu. 
pidity,and brutality of the Heathens deſcribed 
in many places of 

here afrer declarc)that very Idol,was held b 


them to be a true deity , and the living Gade Ofez 1.2, 


delle Diana, and therefor they made ſoc 
loud,and ſtrun gacclamations, m4gna eſt Diane 
Epheſiorum , great is Diana of the Ephefiens , wha 

was noe other, then that dull, and dead Idol, 

which was adored by them in the temple of 
Epheſus.But though they had been wiſer then 
the ardinary ftrayne of Idolaters, and ſoc had 


| cltcemed that Idol, to be a mere repreſenta 


tion of theyr Goddelle, yet ſecing that the 
originall, hath noe word which fignifics Ima« 


ge,but vles a generall expreſſion, which is in- 


different,to the one, or other of theſe explica- 
tions, Why ſhould not the Engliſh, as well as 
the greek haue only ſayd , that which came 
down from Iupiter,neyther expreſſing Image,nor 


| any other determinate thing , it they had as 
# fully intended to follow the originall, without 
| all paſſion apainlt holy Images, as they pred 


end it? 
But that I may further lay open how ve« 
hemently they were tranſported in the firſt 


| appearance oftheyr new Church, apainſt the 
| vic of Images, I will breefly allead 
| ther places of Scripture wherein theyr tranſs 


love ſome 
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oly Scripture ( as I ſhall Iſa. 44-15; 


1202  Sccipture miſtaken. 

lations of the yeares 1562.and 1 $77 as M.Fulk 
acknowledges,and 1 589.they hauetranſlated 
the greek words, «&warrarteia, worſhippers of 
Images, *iSwae Images. Thus Ephel.5. 5. where 


_. the greek hath, Idolater,theſe traflaions haue, 
a worſhipper of Images. And Coll.z.5. where the | 
greck hath Idolatry , they haue worſhipping of | 
Images,and the like is Gal.g.20.1.Toan.y.21.tar | 


Idolcs in greeke they tranſlate Images , in the 
Bible printed, 1562.and though in Fulks teſta- 
ment it be tranſlated 1doles in the text ; yet in 


the margent he puts,or Images. Now how great 
a difference there is betwixt an Idol , and an | 


Image,T haucall ready declared, and M.Fulk 
acknowledges, fol. 456.that the wſe of our Engliſh 
ſpeach hath made the name of Idol odions,and of Ima- 
' ge indifferent. whence follows neceſſarily, that 
the word Image according to him may figni- 
fie noe lefſe a good then a bad repreſentation, 
but the word 1d allways a bad, ſoe that the 
word Image, or Images cannot be put abſolutly 


in thoſe places of Scripture, where they are 


yniuerſally to be vnderſtood of things bad; 


or vnlawtul; thus therefore, 1.Tohn 5.2.where 


the Apoſtle faith , Babes keepe your ſelues from 


Idoles,being an indefinite, and foe an vniuerſall 


precept he commands Chriftians ts keepe | 
themſelues from all kinde of Idoles what | 
{ocuer , and foe is fitly , and truly expreſſed, F 


by the word Ideles , becauſe that word b 
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alwayes taken in our language ( cuen ac» 
cording toM.Fulk ) in an odious, and bad 
fignification:but it can neyther fitly,nor truly, 
be expreſſed by the word Images put ablolut- 


cre 
ae, ly,and withour any adjunct , as it is in thoſe 
he Þ firſt ttanſlations of Engliſh Proteſtants, babes 


keepe your ſelues from Images , for then the pre- 
ar | cept could not be indefinitly , and vniucrfally 


he | vnderſtood,as jt muſt be,to keepe themlclucs 
a-'| from all Images whatſoener , for all Chriſtians 
in | ſhould be here commanded, to keepe them- 
at | {clues from all monic, becauſe it har Images 
m | vppon it, and the huſband to keepe himlſelte 
k trom his wife, becauſe ſhe is an Image of God, 
h | nay Chriſtians to Keepe themlelues from 
f Chriſt, becauſe he is the Image of his father. 
it But if Proteſtants would vie the word Image, 


in this text , fitly and truly , they muſt haue 
added ſome adicctiue , to it, which would 
> haue tyed it to fignihe ſomething which is 
vniuerſally ynlawtull, thus Babes keepe your 
ſelues from falſe Images , or from bad Images &Cs 
but this they refuſed to doe, firſt becauſe there 
was noe {uch adieQiue in the originall , and 
F and ſecondly. , becauſe the addition of that 
adieCiue, would haye made the text to haue 
had not foe much as any ſeeming force,againſt 
the dodrine of the Romain Church, tor we 
ſhould preſently hauc anſwered , that our 
Iinages axe neyther fallc,nor bad but true,and 
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Od. | mr 
holy,and foe not forbid 
though the word defire, be indifferer ro ſipnific 
as wel bad, as good deſires, yet this would be a 
yery abluxd command. keep your ſelges from defirer, 
or that were to oblige' one to'abſtayne from 
all defires,and therefore the Apoſtle, when he 
giucsa command abour defixeg, he ſpeakes not 
indefinitly , but expreſſes by the adicQiue, 
which he adioynes, what defires he meanes, 
z.Pct.z.n Abitinete vos 2 carnalibus defiderys , Keepe your 
*. ſalues from carnal deſires , all which are bad and 
valawfull. whence appeares that Proteſtants, 

by this theyrtra nſlation,make $.Iohn,and the 

holy Scripture, to deliver a commande, not 

only falſe , and ſenſelefle , but even wicked, 

and blaſphemoys;for it muſt command Chri- 

ſtians to Keepe themfelues from all Images, 

and conſequently, not only from all Koyne, 

and Company, of men, which are Images, but 

euen from Chriſt himſelte , who is the Image 

of his eternall father. © © © 

 Fhelike iINCONUCNiICnces follow, from the 

other texts now cited, where Image, is put ab- 
lolutly.for 1doll.for when the Apoſtle, Ephct. 

.F- Reckons vpithoſe hainous ſinners, who 

are excluded(dijng without repentance)trom 


the kingdome of heauen ; he calts an auari- 


tious man,an Holater in the originall, and the 
Engliſh Proteſtants, make the text ſay,an aua- 
xtious ian which is a worſhipper of Images , now 
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den in that place, Thuf 
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Apainſt holy Images. wy 
eyery auatitioys man is truly called 'an TIdola” 
ter, becauſe he commits ſtirituall idelarry , in 
making his gould,his God ; butan auaritious 
man cannot be truly termed a fpirituall 
worſhipper of Imazes , ablolugly taken , for that 
ſuppoſes , that all worſhipping of any Image 
whatſoeyeris ſinfull, as Ul auarice is , which 
notwithſtanding is not only falſe but blaſ- 
hemous, tar ciuil worſhip exhibited to the 
mage of fomc lawfull Emperour, is not fin- 
full cuen according to Proteſtants,and diuine 
worſhip giyen to our Sauigur , who. is the 
Image of his father,is not only not finfull, but 
__ lawfulland holy. 

The like follows, from theyr tranflation 
of Gal.5.20. where the Apoſtle giuing a ca- 
talogye of thoſe capitall ho which vnree 
pented depriuc a foul of cternall happineſle, 
amongſt many others,names, Idolorum ſernitw, 
in greeke Idolatry , now as all the reſt when- 
locuer they are done; are fianes , foe when- 
ſocuer any kinde , or at of Idolatry is com- 
mitted,it is a finne;but the Proteſtant changs 
Ing Idvlatrie , into wor ſhipping of Images , muſt 
make the Scripture ſay, that as whenſocucr 
any fornicatiqn, adultery,witchcraft,idolatry, 
or any other here named , js coanumited, finne 
is committed , ſoc when any kinde gf wot- 
ſhipping of Images is committed, finne is com- 
mitted, which notwithſtanding is maniſcſtly 
_— G 5 falſe, 


zoe Sripture miſt 
falſe', for neyther is the ciuil worſhip of an 
Emperours Image a finne,and much [eſle the 
diuine worſhip of our Saujour , who is the 
Image of his father; Thus is it made cnident, 
that whilſt Proteſtants ſhew theyr ychement 
paſhons againſt holy Images , they make the 
Scripture to ſpeake not only fallitics, but cuen 
blaſphemics.which the laterTraſlaters hauing 
obſcrued , aſhamed of ſoc foul errours, hauc 
correctcd (as any one may ſce) theyr former, 
and ancienter tranflations, and hauc reſtored 
Idoles, !dolaters,and Jdolatrie, to the reſpeCtiue 
texts, which I hauc aboue cited.neyther is that 
which M.Fulk allegdges in defenſe of thoſe 
ancient tranſlations , of any force at all , for 
though the vulgar latia tranſlation , tranſlate 
the greek &3waey, ſometimes fimulacrum, and 
ſome amongſt the ancients,not only heathens, 
but Chriſtians, take that latin word ina good 
ſenſe , yet according to the acception which 
it hath - through the whol Jatin Bible, it is 
neuer taken for any thing ſauc an Idol:neyther 
cites M. Fulk , foe much as any one text of 
Scripture, where ſtmylacrum, is not taken for 
an Idol : where as the word Image, in all lan- 
guages , is familiarly taken , not only in al 
authours, both Heathens, and Chriſtians, but 
al{oin holy Scripture, fcr true, lawfull, holy, 
and diuine Images. Notwithſtanding all that 
I hauc fayd in manifeſt and yndeniable proote 
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Agtunſt holy Tmagts. 107 
of the falſe tranſlation of the commandement 
Exod.2 0.v.4.&c.yet toſhew how little force 
theſe texts haue, cuen as they ſtand iin: the 
Proteſtant Bibles , Thou ſhalt not make -to thy 
ſelfe any grauen Image &c. to proue any thing 
apainſt' the viſe of holy Images practiſed in 
the Romain Church;I moſt eafily anſwer,that 
if they vnderſtand by grauen Image ſuch as are 
alſo Idoles as it 35 taken, Ilay.44.17. Pl105.19. 
Pf 78.5. Iudg.18.where that which y.17.& 18, 
&20.iscalled a grauc, 8 a molten Image, v.24+ 
is called Gods,& in the Proteſtit Bibles in dif- 
ferent other places,as I hauc already ſh:wed, 
nay through. the whol Proteſtant Bible, the 
word grauen Image , 1s neucr taken but for 
an Idol , or a falſc God, tor as much I cuer 
could yet diſcouer in it:thenT grant that ſuch 
Images are neither to be made, worthipped,nor 
ſerued : but this concludes nothing at all 
againſt the Romain Church , who abhorres, 
deteſts, and anathematizes all ſuch Images, 
with the worſhipping , and worſhippers of 
them.But if they vuderſtand by grauen Image, 
an Image wich is no Idoll , but a true repre- 
ſentation of ſome holy perſon now in heauen= 
Iy bliſſe,ſuch as where the images of the two 
Cherubins Exodus the 25. then I deny that 
ſuch grayen Images are forbidden, eithet to'be 
made,or worſhipped, according to the expli- 
cation alrcady * 4 8 Now the n— 


13  Serzpture mit af 
this anſwer , and diſtin&ion is cleare'; for if 
eruc Images of holy things and perſons were 
forbidden Exod.20. v.4. then that place of 

Scripture would be contrary to the others, 

Exodus the 2 F- which command them: and 

if all Kind of reverence, reſpect, and worthhip 

be here torbidden to holy Images, then thistext 
Exod.20.v.4.would be contrary to the Pal. 

98.alias 99.v.y. where we are commanded to 
worlhip,or adore the footſtoole of God, which was 

nothing but the Arke of the Teſtament with 

 - thetwo ganlden Cherubins in the holy of 
£.Par.1g.z holycs. Adore,or worſhip his footſtoole, laith there 
holy Dauid; where the very ſame hebrew 
word,and phraſe is vſed which is in Ex0d.29. 

v.4. Same ignorant reader may happily ſay, 


were commanded only to the Icwes, and to 
be vicd in the old law,and fo rutch not chri- 
ſians any thing. anſwer firit, the torbidding 
of Images is allo only in the old Teſtament, 
Exod.20.v.4. &c. Secondly , that cammand 
Exod.25.to make ſame Images, was brought 
to ſhew that all kind of Images were not tore 
bidden,Exod.20.v.4. and canſcqyently, that 
ſome images might be lawfully made ,jand 
ſceing there is now no prohibition forbidding 
all Images, pgiucn to Chriſtians,it is lawtfull for 
them,to _— holy Imapes, like to the Chey 
rubins Exod.z Fo | 

geceing 


thatthaſe pictures of the Cherubins Exod.2g. || 
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Sccing therefore one place of holy Scrip. 
ture cannot be contrary to another, for thei 
the one ſhould be falſe, (and fo could not be 
theword of God,as it is ſuppoſed to be)they 
muſt neceſlarily be reconciled and made to 
aprce. And ſccing the Images of the Chetubs 


are ſo expreſly commanded to be made by 


Allmighty God himſclte, that there is noway 
to deny or avoyd it, if a chriſtian will recon« 
cile and agree theſctwo places, he muſt grant 
thar all xind of Images, euen ſuch as are no 
more Idols, nor lefſe truly facred and holy 
Imagesthen thoſc Cherubs in the Tabernacle 
were, are not fotbidden in the commande- 
ment Exod.20.v.4.torifthey were,then God 
ſhould forbid Exod.20. what be commands 


' Exodus 25.18.and ſocontradid himſelfe.And 


what is fayd about the vnderſtanding of the 
word green Image,isreſpeQiuely to be applied 
tothe word;worſhip : for if all kind of worſhip 
of Images be forbidden in the commande. 
ment Ex0d.20.4. then holy Dauid will con» 
tradi& Gods command, when be commands 
the Ifraclites to worſhip his footſtooke, where 
thoſe Images of the Cherubs were. There is 
therefore no other poſſible meanes to recon- 
cile thoſe two commands, but by ſaying,that 
Exod. 20. forbids nnt all kind, nor can be VI 
dcerſtood of that which holy Dauid com- 
mandes,but only ſuch a worſhip as is wholy 

: yalawa 
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_ vnlawfullſuperſtitious,and Idolatrous,whers 
by the creature is worſhipped and prayed to, 
as God;and the Image made an Ido],or afalſc 
God:wich isneither commanded nor allowed 
tn any place of holy Scripture, but alwaycs 
forbiddenand condemned, Neither can it be 
fayd,that Allmighty God. Pſal.98. diſpenſed 
with his command piuen Exod.z. for it there 
were forbidden all kind of Images, as being 
ſuperſtitious and Idolatrous, and iniurious to 
Gods honour, and {o of themſclucs , or in« 
trinſecally (as the ſchoole ſpeakes) vnlawtull, 
-and all kind of reverence or worſhip exhi- 
bited rotthem,” as in it felfe diſhonorable to 
God,as Proteſtits ynderſtand this command. 
Then it cannot be ſayd without moſt high 
blaſphemy , that God diſpenſed with this 
command : for then he ſhould diſpence with 
men to commit ſuperſtition , Idolatry , and 

:diſhonour to him by a command todo them, 

' Which were to make him not only authourz 

but euen fauorer,and commander of in. 

Neither can it auayle Proteſtants to ſay, 

(as ſome others haue fwd) that the making 

-all Kind of Images,and all reuercnce.to them, 

was forbidden to the Iewes Exod. 20. v. 4+ 

though notvnlawtull in themſclues, by reaſon 
of the great danger they were in, to be 

- broughr into Idolatry by them, as appeares 

in the brazen: ſcrpent., and their perpetuall 

| falling, 


falling,vppon euery light occafion, irito Ido- 
latrie. This,I fay,nothing auayls Proteſtants: 


19 amt holy Tag es 


firſt, becauſe I haue already fhewed thar it is 
Idolatry only, and Idols, which arc here for- 
bidden.Secondly,becaule if this command of 
forbidding all Kind of Images, and worſhip 
of them,though good and holy in themſclues, 
was only directed to the Iewesas long asthey 
were in ſocminent danger of falling, by reaſon 
of them, into Idolatry, ſuperſtition &c. then 
it cannot be preſſed naw againſt Chriſtians; 
whom it touches not, they bib not 1h any 
ſuch danger of committing heatheniſk Ido» 
latry , but deſtroying it, and rooting it out 
through the whole world ; and fo it will be 
lawfull for them to make, and worſhip { ac- 
cording to my former explications) holy 
Images z AS hauing no command to the 
contrary. 

From what I haue now fayd , will cafily 

peare how little reaſon the Romain Church 
hath, to blot thoſe words, Thou ſhalt not mabe 
to thy ſelfe any Idol &c. out of the commandc. 
ment, as vulgar Proteſtants are made belecue 
by a moſt falſe aſperſion of their miniſters: for 
it they make nothing ar all againſt her , as 
haue ſhewed, why ſhould the blot them out? 
But that I way giue a full and copleat anſwer 
to this miſtake of common people, which E 


hauc learncd by long cxperienceto be one ”w 
k 


7 "7, $109 
the preateft ſtimblingblocks , that hinder} 
them from inzbracing Catholike Religion; 
hecauſe , lay they , we leaue out the ſecond 
Commandement : I will breefly cleare this 
poynt,and conuince euidently,thart it isa mere 
deuiſe to catch the ignorant, hating neither 
truch nor ſubſtarice ih it For firſt, there neuer 
was yet ſo niuch as ohe (ole Bible, of ours in 
whatſocuer lanpuage, place,tyme,or cdition, 
which hath nor theſe words, which Pro- 
teſtants g call the ſecoud commandement, as 
fully and compleatly as any Proteſtant Biblcy 
hauc:and I challenge the beſt verſed amongſt 
them; to produce one only in the whol 
wotld , which hath them not , and that the 
more ignorant, who ynderſtand Englith only, 
may have what aſſyrance they are capable of 
in this particular ,, let them. preſle their Ni- 
niſters, to ſhew them the Remiſh Bible ſet 
out by Romain Catholike Diuines: and there 
Exod.20. and Deur.g. they ſhall find; all the 
ſayd words fully an intytely.  , , 
Secondly,not only inall our Bibles, butin 
our larger and fuller Catechifmes,this whole 
commandement is exprefſed;Sq Catcchiſmus 
Romanus ſet out by order of the late Couns 
cill of Trent, parte 3.pa$:298.n.8, and Cani- 
frus his Catechilme, de cm & Decalo- 
gO 1.4. 5. p.74-75- where ſetting down the 
commandcments, he puts the fiait thus Lo 
abcbis 
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babebis Deos alienos coram me:non facies tiþi ſculptiv 
le,vt alores illud. Thou ſhalt haue no other Gods bee 
fore me: thou ſhalt not make to thy ſelſe any Idol tg 
adore it : and then, cites the commandements 
all ar large, as fully asthey ſtand in the Pro. 
teſtant Bibles Exod.20. and Deut.F. And in 
an Engliſh Catechiſme, called a Summary of 
Controuerſies, compoled by P.C. of the 5o- 
cicty of Iefus, and printed in the yeare 1639. 
The third edition chap.z q.5.pag.68. hath it 
thus : Thor ſhalt not haue any ffrange Gods before 
me: thou ſhalt not make to thy ſelſe any grauen 
Image toworſhip it. And in the ſame maner arg 
they ſet down in an othcrEngliſh Catechiſme, 
which I haue ſcene and read ina piblike aije 
ditory of Prote ſtafits. —o@ , + | 

The ground therefore of this falſe impoe 
ftion., if it may be termed aground , may 


| happily haue becne ſome ſmall ſhort Cares 


chiſmes made for little children, and new be. 
pinners, for the help of their memories, ro be 
__ by hart, wherin this corhmandement, 
n all the reſt ofthe longer command mR_ 
ct down Exod.20. Dcut. f. is abridged an 

brought to'ſo-many words as merely ſeruetg 


expreſſe the ſubſtanc& of them, —__ the 


reſt; thus. 1.1 4» the Lord thy God : thou ſhalt not 
bane any other Gods before me. 2, Thou ſhalt not 
take the name of the Lord thy Gad invaye. 3. Res 
member thou ſendtify the gr” 4 4- _ 


Scripture miſtaken 
thy father , and mother. where not only many 
words adioyncd to the command ar” 
adoring falſe Gods,or Idots,Exod.20.Deut.s. 
but to the three enſuing alſo,arc here for bre= 
uity's fake omitted:ſerting down in few words 
the ſubftance,and making no mention of the 
reaſons and amplifications found in Exodus, 
and Deuteronomy, leaft, were they all ſerr at 
large,as they arc there, both the memory of 
yong children might be ouercharged, and 
their weake ynderitandings confounded, not 
being able to diſtinguiſh the ſubſtance of the 
command, from the reaſons and amplifica- 
fions of it. | 
' Nowif wedclinered the commandements 
with this preface, as Proteſtants do in their 
common prayer booke , The ſame which God 
ſake in the 20.chapter of Exodws, ſaying 8c. we 
wcre obliged to put them all word for word 
as they are found there: For otherwiſe the 
commandements would not be anſwerableto 
the Title. But ſeeing we find them in other 
laces of Scripture , fet down in a much 
ricfer mannerthen they arc there ;and find 
no precept neither in Scripture, nor in the 
Church,to deliuer them to Chriſtians as they 
arc deliuered in'Exod.20:and Deut.F. rather 
then in othgs places ; our aducrfaryes can no 
more eandemne vs of falſefying them when 
we put then briefer, then they can the holy 
| Scripe 


| Againtt holy Images. ts 
Scripture itſc]fe for abbreuiating them more 
in other places then they are in Exodus now 
cited,and Leuiticus. | "Hh 
| That they are thus abbreuiated in Scrip- 

ture, is manifeſt Leuir.19.v.1.3:3. And the Lord 
ſpake vnto Moyſes, ſaying; ſheake vuto all the congre- 
gation of the children of Iſrael, and ſay unto them; yee 
ſhall be holy,for 1 the Lord your God am holy; yee ſhall 
feare enery man bit father and his mother, and ſhall 
keepe my ſabbaths : 1 ami the Lord your God: yee ſhalt 
not turne vnda Idols , nor make molten Gods, 1 am 
the Lord your God &c., where thatwhich our ad- 
uerfaryes account the ſecohd commande- 
ment , 1s put cucn ſhorter then many of. our 
carechiſmes , hauc ir: Turne not your ſelues onto 
Idols,nior make pnto your ſelues molten Gods: as it is 
in Exod.20.v. 23. Tee ſhall not make unto your 
ſeues Gods of filuer : neither ſhall yee niake Gods 
of gould. "RE IP 71 2 | 

. Neither indeed is it any way conuenientt to 
deliuer the commandements publikely and 
pcnerally to Chriſtian people word for ward 
as thicy ſtand Exod. 20, Leuitit: 26; becauſe 
therby they are indangered , cither to take 
ſunday to be faturday,or the Iewiſh Sabbath; 
or muſt hold themlſcliics obliged ro obſerue - 
Saturday with the Iewes, that alone being dies 
Sabbati , the Sabbath day, wherja only , God 


I rcſted after the creation of the world; which 


daly ke alſo SanRifyed, and corrimande to © 
2 Hz be 
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Scripeare miſtaken 


be kept , as clearly appeares by the words of 


the commandement : foe that it is not any 
ſeuenth day , or one indetermihately eucry 
weeke, which God commands to be kept 
holy in this precepr, but one only, and deter- 
minafely,that is the ſame "as day, where 
in God reſted trom the worke of the crea- 
tion, as appeares , Gen:2.1.2.3. Et benedixit diet 
ſeptimo,&+ ſanddiſcauit illum, quiain ipſo ceſſauerat 
ab onmi opere ſuo qutod creauit Deus vt faceret: And 
God bleſſed the ſeuenth day and ſanftified it, hecauſe 
that in it he had reſted fromi all his workes, which God 
created and made. now it is moſt cuident, that 
God reſted ohly,vppon one determinate day, 
and that, noe other then the Tewiſh Sabbath, 
or Saturday, orif they vnderſtand well what 
day is meant in the commandemenr, they 
muſt nceds be ſcandalized,to ſce a comman=- 
dement vniuerſally delivered to them of 
keeping the Iewith Sabbath, which is , and 
eucr was , Saturday, and yet neuer obſerucd 
by any of them, bur Sunday in place of it. 
Hence therefore we fec in generall, that it 
Hr ;mconuenicnt to propoſe Gods com- 
mandements publikely to Chriſtians wor 
for word as they ftand in Exodus:and ſo wee 
can neuer beiuſtly condemned ifwe put ſome 
of them as they are more briefly deliuered in 
ether places of Scripture,or nqw to be in ob- 
foruance amongſt Chriſtians, | R 
| at 
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But there is an other poynt boggeled at 
chiefly by the ignorant, about the diuifion of 
Gods comandements.7ce (obiect they againſt 
vs) put the two firſt commandements into one, and 
dinide the laſt into two. anſwere, that a Catho= 
like ſecing their diuiſion , my with much 
more as þ te!] Proteſtants, zee put the twolaſt 
commandements into one , and aid the firit into 
two. Briefly therefore to cleare this poynt,it is 


| to be noted : that though it be exprefly de- 


clared in Scripture that Gods commande- 
ments were ten in number , and written in 
two tables, yet through the whole Bible 


| neuer is it declared which is the firſt; ſecond, 
third &c. nor ſo much as one word ſpoken 
concernuyg the diuiſion of them: but this was 


left,cither ro tradition, or tothe prudent de- 


termination of Doctours: lo that,howfocucr 


they are prudently diuided , there will be 
rothing contrary to Scripture, ſo long as the 


| whol ſubſtance be expreſ{ed,and the number 
| of them be oblerucd. | 


Hence , in and cuen before S. Aupuſtins 


tyme,(as he witneſſes) there wasa double di- 
| viſion of the commandements m—_ Chri- 


ſtians: fome dividing them as we doe ; and 


othets as our aduerſaryes.Yet both S,Auguſlti- 


ne himſclfe, q.71.in Exod. and S. Hierome 
Colmens.n Poles 32.and Clemens Alexan. 
drinus lib,6.Stromatum, follow our diuiſion, 

H 3 SoAus 
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| ery largly to be the 
better , and putting in the firſt commande- 
ment,1dol,not Image; and ſerue,not worfhip; and 
S. Hicrome ſetting down the three commans« 
dements conteyned in the firſt table,as ſhort, 
or ſhorter then' any of our Catechiſmes doe: 
and from them eyen to our tymes, it ſeemes 
to haue beene the receiued diuiſton,at leaſt in 
the weſterne Church,and ſhould hauc beene 
followed by thoſe of our mation, (who cuer 
before the breach, were'eſtemeed a part of it, 
and yet pretend to be ſo) had not the ſpirit of 
contradidtion againſt the Romain, Church 
induced them to the contrary, = 

" Now as we haueauthority,ſo haue we ſolid 
reaſon to prefer this diuiſion , before that of 
our aduerfaryes : for certaine it is that cach 
different commandement forbids a different 
maine ſin;ſo that neither are we tomake two 
forbid one capitall' fin, nor one , two ſinnes: 
Thisour Jivifion ſtritly obſcrues, but that of 
our aducrfaryes , not ſo: for their two firſt 
commanedements forbid only the fin of 1do- 
latry, as being the: capitall fin forbidden in 
them both ; and ſo can be but '"one com- 
mandement , aswe put them : and their laſt 
prohibites two maine diſtin& ſinnes,the delt- 
rc of adultery, thou ſhalt nat conet thy neighbours 
wiſe,and the defire of theft, thou ſhalt nat court 
thy neighours goods $£c.which are as different in 
PE rp I we 4 thought, 


thqught,2 adultery and ſtealing are in aQt if 
theretore,as they acknowledge,there be rwo 
commandemegts to forbid them;in all reaſon 
there muſt be two to forbid the defires of 
them ; and this reaſon is prefled by S. Aus 
ouſtin in the place alleadged. 

It is further moſt manitcſt,that theſe which 
are made two commandements by the Pro 
teſtants , can be noe moze then one and 
the ſame commandement, .for in the 2. of. 
Kings 17.v.35. the whole ſubſtance, of that 
which Protcftants call the ſecond comman- 
dement js put in one fingle ſentece,togeather 
with the firſt in theſe words, you ſhall not feare 


ſtrange Gods, neyther ſhal you worſhip them,neyther 
ſhall you ſerue them , neyther ſhall ſacrifize to them. 


now, what is meant by thoſe ſtrange Gods,is 
declared,v.40.and the 41. How be it they did not 
harken but they did after theyr former mauer,ſoe theſe 
nations feared the Lord,and ſerued theyr grauen Imas 


ges . whence it is cuident, that that which 1s 


called ſtrange Gods,v.35. is called grauen Images, 
v.41. and foe to forbid the ſeruice, and wore 
ſhip of flrange Gods, which isin the Proteſtants 
firlt commandement , and'to. forbid the ſcr- 
uice,and worſhip of graen Images, is the ſame 
command, as forbidding the fame thing. 
Hence alſo appeares,that the word Pheſel, vied 


Exod.20.4. and isallo yſed here v.41. fignifies 
an Idol,or aftrange God,asT haue often {aid:and 


H 4 noc 


125 — &Yrptrre miſtaken 
noc leſſe is manifeſt from theſe words, th 
the ſcruice which is here mentioned, to thoſe 
granen Images, Pheſelim, v.41. was to feare themt, 
and ſurrificeto them,as ſtrange Gods,v. 35. And, 
Horeouer thus theſe which *arc here called 
range Gods,v.35. were matcriall Idoles,of 
hs Proteſtants terme them grauen Images z1s 
moſt cleare,y.2 3. They fearedthe Lord,and ſerued 
Pheyr owh Gods after the Miner of the nations, whom 
They carried away from thence, for they could not 
carry with them, any other Gods, faue ſuch 
as theſe, from'one place toan other. : 
'* Thar nothing may me wanting fo the full 


fatisfation' of "the Reader ,” I haue here 


adioyned,the hebrew words as they ſtand in 
the originall of thistext which'is fo violently, 
and trequently preſſed againft VSs | | 


Exod.20.v.4, 
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Thou ſhalt not make to thy ſoife, an Ido] any fi- 
ure which is in heauen aboue, or in the earth beneat 
'or in the water vnder the earth,thou ſhalt not bow, 
down to them,nor ſerue them.or thus” | 
”" Thou ſhalt not make to thy ſelfe an Ido), 
of any figure which is in heauen aboue ; pible 
for the Proteſtants themſclues , give the 162g. 

like tranflatign. ro-the like phrafe Pons 

y. 16. and Pagninus giues for the firſt fignt- 
fication, of Moun, or Temounach, fipuram, 3 
figure,not only artificial, but —_ or ap» 
parent, as when angelsappeare,in the figures 

of men. Deut.4.15. Pfal.17.15. 1 ſhal be ified 

when t awake with thy likeneſſe, Temounach, which 
isnothing but the ſubſtance, and eſſence © 
God,conceiued clearly in our ypderſtanding, 

as we commonly ſay in our language ,let 

him appcare in his liLeneſſe , that is in his 

own thape, figure,or perſone. 

| Soe that the meaning of theſe words as 

they ly in the 20.0f Exod. and c.of Dcutroe 
nomy compared with the 2.01 Kitgs 17.where 

a ſtrange God, & a grauen Imagearethe ſame 
thing,as I ſhewed 1uft gow,can only have this 

ſence , that Allmighty God here forbids, 

that we ſhould haue any itrange Gods before 
him,that is, that wc ſhould not makean Idol, 
according to any vifible figure which wee ſce 
eyther in the materiall Lc or in the 
earth , or in the waters, wprihippiog, and 
»»% x F+ G H F cruing, 


ſcruing, that is, fearing thoſe very Idoles, and 
facrifizing to them,asto things indewed, with 
life, power, vnderſtanding,& diyinity. which 


horrible Idolatry isas farre fromthe dofrine | 


of the Romain Church, { which in the be- 
ginning of thiscontroyerſic,I cited out of the 
cleare words of the Council of Trent) as 
darckeneſſe is from light. 

To correſpond to the defire of other 
Readers,I hauc alſo thought it conucnicnt to 
cite the Greeke text,of the Fo.Interpreres. 


Exodus 20.v.4. 
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Where they doe not only tranſlate it ſerue, 
but ſhew that it is a ſeruice proper to God, 
which is here forbidden , #8: wy Acxlphois 
a4T3s, andthou ſhalt not ſcrue them with 2 
diuine or higheſt feruicc, as I ſhewed in the 
begining out of Scripture. to be ynderſtood 
by the greeke word aa/plw and aalpeie,and 
S.Auguſtin q. 64. vppon Geneſis confirmes 
the lame. 2 oy: 

Now that the difference betwixt worſhipp- 
ing.and ſerying,may be better vnderſtood; and 
that worſhip, may in ſore true ſence be ane 

ute 
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bated to things inanimate and without 
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knowledge, bur not ſeruice ; the Proteſtants 

theamſclues grant that ciuill worſhip may be 
iuen to te chayre of ſtate, or picture, of a 

temporall King ; but ſeruice only to þis Royall 

perſon,not to his picture; ſo that no man can 

be rightly ſayd to ſcrue the Kings chayre of 

ſtate or his piCture, but to ſerue the Kinge, 

and yet they may be,and are. fayd truly, to 

worthip or honour, by ſome externall {1gne, 

his chayre of ſtate, &c. In the very | 

manner with proportion , one may truly be 

ſayd to worſhip or reuerence the picture of 

our Sauiour, or his Saints, as things known 

and eſteemed to be(as indeed they are)wholy 

dead, and inanimate, without any power att 

all., in themſclues , to heare vs,or helpe vs, 

merely becauſe they repreſent thoſe holy per- 

ſons whole pictures they are « but we cannot 

be fayd in any true or proper ſence , to ſerue 

them, ſo longas we make only this eſteeme 

of them. And hence it is, that the reuerence or 

worſhip wich we yeeld to holy Imapes, is not 

intended to them, or to begge any tauour of 

them , or thinke that any help can be con- 

ferred yppon vs by any power in them , and Concil. 

no Romain Catholike 1s to doe otheryile. Trid.ſeſl, 

But we pray before them , that we hauing *#*** 


| them before our _—_— better and more 


gtteatiuely thinke of thoſe whom they re= 
j 21 | preſcnt, 
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we giue to them, is in a double reſpect ; firſt 


we giue them that reucrence which is due to 


holy things-, dedicated, and conſecrated , qr 
tending to the worſhip of God , as are altars, 
| holy veſlells,and ſuch like;and in this reſpe& 
we giue them no more honour,not worſhip, 
then the Proteſtants vie to doc to Churches 
in England , by/kceping their hats of, kneel. 
ing 8c. for as they doe that to ſhch places, 
rather then to theyr own houles, h_ they 
| are the houſes of God ; fo doe we reuerence 
holy Images, becauſe they are holy things, 
- putting vs in remembrance of God , and 
Cds things.Neither doe we this without 
warrant of hh Scripture : for Ioſye 5. v.15. 
an Exod.z. v.g. Iolue and Moyles arc coni- 
manded to, put of their ſhoes becauſe the 
earth was holy wheron they ſtood ; which 
was nothing but a reuerence ynto that carth 
made holy by the preſence of God , or an 
Angell: and if a piece of ground muſt haue 
becne nes becauſc it was holy , why 
notall other things, which arc confecrated or 
referred to the worſhip ang reuerence of 
God? 
The ſecond refpe& which we hauc in 
worſhipping holy Images , is particular to 
them as they are Imapes and repreſentations 


of other things:aad in this reſpect, all the _ 
| We 


preſent, and the reverence and honour which 
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Apainift holy Images. 25 
of externall reuercnce or worſhip, which we 
exhibite to them , is not dire&ted tothem, as 
the Ende or reaſon of our worſhip, but it is 
only to paſſe by meanes of them , to that 
which is repreſented by themzwhere ir wholy 
and only reſts, as in a thing intended to be 
worſhipped by it. Thus wn a doe any 
reuerence to an Imaye of the Virgin Mary, 
relpeQing it merly as her Image , the reuc= 
tence or worſhip paſſes by mecanes of that to 
the B. Virgin; and there only reſts and termis 
nates it ltrand it 15 impoſſible to honour an 
Image,asan Image,otherwilc:for being in its, 
proper nature, nothing cl{c but a repreſenta» 
tion of ſuch or ſuch a perſon , or thing all 
which is done to it, is intended by it to that 
which it repreſcnts : neither is it poſſible , ax 
leaſt in thislife, to gine any honour to God, 
or his Saints, otherwiſe then by meanes ofone 


Image or other cyther corporall,of ſpirituall: 


forit is impoſſible ro honour or worthip any 
thing vnletle we thinke vppon that which we 
worthip:and it is impoſſible to thinke of any 
thing vnleſſe there be framed in our heads,or 
vndcrſtandings a reprefentation of that thing 
which we thinke of: now nothing can be re- 
preſented, without fome repreſentation, asS1s 
cleare, and cuery repreſentation is an Image 
and likeneſſe of that thing. which is repre- 
Eats, So that wealways honour whomſocucr 

we 


126 - &ripture miſtakzn 
we honour, through that Image of our 
thoughit, which we frame of them ; and all 
ouraQtsof honour of worſkip paſſe through 
- that intcriour imagination ot thought which 
we hauc framed , to the obie& or thing, 
which is repreſented by it. Now forthe better 
help of our imagination, or internall thought, 
we vic. ſome cxternall thing as an obie& 
of our ſenſes , to excite vs to ſuch thouphts, 
ind-keepe vs moreliuely and fixcdly inthem: 
thus words and diſcourſes (wherin the things 
which we intend to worſhup,arc deſcnbed,or 
fignifyed) help vs to amore {trong and attch- 
tive _ of them , and are the Images of 
the care;through which as throwugh _— 


tations &f what we worſhip, we giuc honour 


to that which they repreſent to vs:thius up 
resand imayes, paynted or carued, help the 
cyc to frame a more full and ferme imagina» 
tion,or thouphr of that we worſhip; now we 
have warrant enough in holy Scripture, to 
pie honour , or adoration, to fuch things as 

elpe vs to thinke of God, and haue a reue- 


rence piuen them to thatend, | 
Thus in the 98. Pfalme alas the 99. v.F. 
Allorate ſcabellum pedum eivs , worſhip. or adoye his. 
fortfoole, which was nothing but the Arke of 
the Teſtament,asall apree,and notwithſtand- 


ing here is a command to worſhip it. Yout” 


Engliſh tranſlation to auoyd the force of theſe 
| ' words, 
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Againſt haly Images. t27 
words,tratſlatcs it in this manner worſhip «t his 
footſtoole : as though indeed no worthip at all 
were commanded to be giuen to it ; but only 
that God were to be worſhipped at it. Burt 
this is another manifeſt fraud:tor the hebrew 
word,and precke is the yery ſame here with 
that of the2o0:of Eodus,lo tithrachaue lachem, 
and here, ve hiſhtacauox la hathom raglnau. and 
in Exod.20.becauſc they will exaggerate the 
command apainft holy Images, it muſt be, 
thou ſhalt not baw down vnto them: and here, 
Pfalm. 98. v. 5. becauſe they fears that the 
people might gather from hence, that crea- 
tures, and Images, ( ſuch as were the two 
Cherubins in the tabernacle , putting vs in 
___ of the true God , wereto be worthipp= 
ed,it muſt be with them, worſhip at hi foorſtoole. 
Thus they change and chop the wards of 
holy Scripture, to ſcrue their own turnes, at 
their pleaſure fo far , that euen two Plalmes 
before Pſalm.g7.v.7. they tranflate the ſame 
word and phraſc in hebrew, worſhip him all yes 
Gods:and here it muſt not be worſhip his foot= 
foole , but, worſhip at bis footitoole : nay in 
hundreds of other places of Scripture, where 
the fame word and manner of fpcech is in 
the Hebrew cither attributed ro God, or men, 
or Idols, or falſe Gods , they tranflate worſhip 
ot worſhip not, the things forbidden or come 
txandcd: only Here forfooth,becauſc it makes-. 
quits 


quite agzinſt them, if it be truly rranſlated,chey 


will needs-hauc it, worſhip 4t his foorftoole : but 
on » and the ancient vulgar Tragſlation 
aue it plainc enough bow down ynto his Porftoe 


. 
\ 


is warranted in holy Scripture, to giuc reuc- 
Fence and worſhip as I before 4s; thr to 
ſuch things as put ys in mynd of Allmighty, 
God,and conſequently to holy Images. And 
as this is cleare in Scripture , (o is the practiſe 
thercof no leſle cleare euen amongſt Pro« 
teſtants:for what more common amongſt the 
more maderate of them,then to make a pro- 
found adoration at the nd of Icſus? which . 
is nothing but a repreſcntation , or Image of 
our Sautour, to the care; which practice (in x 
itis grounded ( according to them) in thols 
words,Phil.2.10. In the name of leſus every knee 


# 


or,worſhip his __ whence I gather, that it 


ſhall bow,and thoſe words, extend themlſclucs 
as much, to that ſacred name cen by the cy, - 
ab heard by the care, btinps in a neceſſity, of 
granting a religious worſhip, to that moſt di- 
uinc name, when we ſee. it eyther priated in 
a booke, or carugd in aſtane &c. what wor- 
ſhip ſocuer therefore,a well mindedProteſtant 
thould iudge to be given to that name thus 
ingrauen,with out all ſuperſtition'or Idolatry, 
hah of this commandement , let him 
giuc the ſauic to any Image of our — 
ana 


both the hebrew,and preeke,and the Septua- 
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and in the ſame maner, or atleaſt iudge that. 


the like may lawtully be giuen to it,and noe 
more in this point will be required of him, to 
be eſteemed conformable tothe docrine,and 
praQice of the Romane church. 8 what more 
generaly practiſed before theſe troubles then 
to Knecle in receiuing the comunion, which 
isofly a reſemblance or likenefle of our Sa- 
cours Paſſion with them? and ſo giuing the 
reuerence of kneeling to it , they properly 
worthip an Image, or ſimilitude, or remem- 
brance , of our Sauiours death. And if any 
ſhould an{wer that they worſhip not the- 
bread and wine in the Lords ſupper , nor 
kneele to them, but only to God when they 
recciue them , I demand preſcntly, whether 
they exhibite any Kind of reucrence to the 
bread and wine as a repreſentation of our 
Lords Pafſion,or no?ifthey anſwer that they 
viue nonc at all tothem : why then doe they 
make ar! extcriour ſhew , and that by way of 
command and obligation, of exhibiting reuc= 
rence and reſpect ro thoſe ſignes, ſecing that 
in the exteriour,nonewho ſce them,can judge 
that they giue not ſome reuercnce cucn to 
them? againe,it they giue no reucrence at all 
tothem, what greater reſpe& doe they beare 
tothe Lords ſupper , then they doe to their 
own in their houſes ? ſo that it a zealous bro« 
ther would kneele to God at the fame tyme 
I when 


_- 


Ho. Scripture millaken 
when he eates hisſupper, he whould ſhew as 
much reſpe& to # brown loafe, as he does to 
the Lords ſupper when he kneeles only to 
God, in recetuing it, And yet further, if one 
who goes to their communion, had no maw 
to adore God atthat tyme , but ſhould put it 
of to ſome other , when he found himſclte 
more moued by theſpirit, why could not he 
receiue fitting, or ſtanding, and that without 
any extervall reucrence at all,to what he re« 
cclues viſibly? 

Nay how could he in conſcience recciue 
 Enecling*or ſhewing any external reuerence? 
' Ef they anſwer that they exhibit fome reue- 
rence , to the externall fignes, as repreſenta« 
tions of our Lordsdeath;I demand, whether 
* tt beaciuill ora religious reuerence: to fay it 
isaciuil reuerence,were abſurd: for that isin 
matters of ſtate and ciuill authority only; and 
thisis in matter of Religion. It they lay that it 
isa religious reucrence, then FE haue my in- 
tent; that cuen Proteſtants doc exhibite-Re« 
tigious reuerence to fignes, figures . and re« 
preſentations of our Sauiour , no lefle then 
Catholikes: and then I demand further , by 
what external ſigne they make profeſſion of 
ſuch a reverence to the ſignes of their com 
munion : certainly they will find no other 
which ſhewes itmore clearly and fully, then 
their Kneeling ; or whatſocuer they name , it 

15 
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5 an externall exhibition of religious reuc« 


_ which is nothing but worſhip in a true 


nd Chriſtian ſenſe» whence appeares thar 


Proteſtants themſelues are guilty. of what 


they accule ys,that is,of Siuving woiſhip to an 
Image or figure, of our Sauiour dying vppon 


'the croſle tor vs. That which I hauc anſwered 


to the 20, of Exodus, is.in like manner ap= 
plyable to the 26.0f Leviticus, v.t. and to the 
6.v.73- for they ſpeak only of Idols,and falſe 
Gods: from which,all Roman Catholikes 
abhorre ftarmore then Proteſtants. 

. Ir is not my intention hereto enter into any 
{choole queſtions, which can neyther cafily 
be made plaine enough to be rightly con- 
ceiucd, by all thoſe whom I a. to infor= 
me in this treatis,nor are they neceflary to be 


known by all Catholicques,norif they were 


known, is it neceſfary to belecue them. So 
long therefore,as the dodrine of the Council 
of Trent cited in the beginning of this con= 
trouerſie is belecucd and obſcrucd, noe more 
will or can be required, (tor ſoe.much as be- 
longsto this point) of any one who eyther js, 
or intends to be, a Child of the Roman 
Church. which doctrine is not only without 


all danger, butcucn without all poſſibility of | 


Idolatric : for ſecing an Idolatrous worſhip, 
muſt acknowledge a dinine power , and vyertu 


in that which it worſhips,.and the- Council 


7 expreſle 


132 Scripture milf aken 
expreſſely theaches that noe ſuch dinine powe? 
15 to be acknowledped in atty Image, it is ins 
offible to follow this doctrine, and to come 
mit Idplatrie in the worſhip we give to atiy 
Image,all therefore which is required to ynite 
a Proteſtartt in this particular to the doarie 
ne of the Roman Church, is only this , that 
he belceue noc more that there is eyher like, 
vertu,or diuinity in any Imape, then he now 
bclecues there is in the name of Irsvs 
ſpoaken or written ; that he put no@ more 
confidence, nor hope inthe picture, then he 
now puts in the name;that he pray noe more 
tothe picture , then he now prayes to that 
name, if kneeling before the name of Iesvs 
grauen vppon ſome ſtone, he pray to our Sa- 
uiour : but as he now puts of his hat and 
boweth his knee or body , when he ſees or 
hearcs that name , he hold it lawfull to cx- 
hibit the fame reucrence when one ſees the 
p_ of our Sauiour , and as he may now 
ifle that ſacred name in deuotion to our Sa. 
wiour, ſochchold it lawfull to kifſe our Sa- 
miours picture in deuotion to hint, or in his 
repard. | 
If a Proteſtant ſhould demande,whether 
there be as cleare proofs of Scripture for the 
worſhip of Images, as there arc tor the wor« 
thipping the name of Iesvs , I anſwer there 


ate. That ſame Images may be lawfully made, 
is 
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Againſt holy Images. 133 
$ clcare in the Brrazan ſerpent, Num.21,8.99 
Thar they may lawfully be pur in places des 
dicated to the (eruice of Gol, is cuident in 
the two cherubins of gould, Exod. 2 5.18. That 
w may haye a reference to diuine ſeruice, 
and be ordinances helonging to it, is manifeſt 
Hebr.g.1.5. That it is lawtull to exhibite ſome 
worſhip to them, isall ready proued,Pl.99. 5. 
Adore his footfloole, That the worſhip which is 
done to the Image of another, tends as much 
to his honour whole Image it is,as the worſhip 
done to his name,tendsto the honour of him= 
whole name it is,is yndeniably prouued, Reu. 
13:V-15-16.17. Aud he had power to gine life to the 
Jmage of the beast,that the Imaze of the beaſt ſhould 
both ſpeake , and cauſe that as many as wauld not 
worſhip the Iage of the beait ſhould be killed; and 
he cauſeth all both ſmall and greate, rich and pare, 
free and bond,to regeing 4 mark in theyr right hand, 
or in theyr. forgheads: 4nd that noe man might huy or 
ſall.faue he who had the marke or the nawe of the 
beſt, or the number of hu name. whence is ma- 
nifcſt , that the worſhip of the Image , of this 
accurſed creature , tended to his honour, 
atherwile he would neuer haue compelled 
men to worſhip it, and that he was houored 
noe leſe in this , if not more , then in carijng 
his marke,and hs name. which can be dedueed 

from no other principle then this , that all 

worſhip dane proportionally ta the Image, is 
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- Senpture miſtaken 
an fionour to him who is repreſented by it, 
and conſcquently,that in this our Sauiour and 
the Saints ate honoured as truly as any other 
in theyr Images. - 13 rdGy 

 Ifany Proteſtant,demand farther whether 
there be any. expreſſe command. in the new 
Teſtament,to warſhip holy Images. I anſwer” 
there is noe expreſſe. command. IF it ſhould 
be replied, that nothing is to be held,or prac- 
tized by Chriſtians which is not ſet down in 
expieiſs wordsin thenew Teſtament.I anfwer 
that that is manifeſtly yntrue , and muſt be 
confeſled to be ſoc cucn by Proteſtants them- 
ſclues, for they can neuer find any expreſle 
mention in the new Teſtament:that nothing 
is to be belccucd , or practized lawfully by 
Chriſtians,ſauc that which is expretled in the 
new Teſtament, 2. that any churchcs.were 
madcorto be made amongſt Chriſtians,diſti- 
n& from dwelling houſes, 3: that fonts for 
baptiſine were put in thoſe churches, 4. that 
childeren were cuer actually baptiſed in thole 
fonts, 5.that God-fathers, and God-mothers 
were to: be vſed in Baptiſme of childeren, 
6.that any fpirituall'kindred ariſes by vertu 
of Baptilne, betwixt thoſe God-fathers, and 
God-mothers , on the one fide, andthe chil» 
deren Baptized, 8 theyr Parentsreſpeiuely 
on the other. It rele ads none of thoſe can 
be found mentioned expreſſely in the new 
EF oo 4 | Teſta- 
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Teſtament , with what ſhew of reaſon, can 
Proteſtants demand, that the worſhip of Ima= 
ges, ſhould be mentioned in the new Teſta= 
ment, ſceing they pradtice theſe particulars, 
noe leſſe,then we the worſhip of Images?But, 
in theſe,and ſuch like religious practices, it is 
ſafficient ( cucn according to the Proteſtant 
Principle of ſole $ aipture] that eyther there 
be expreſſe mention made of them, eyther 
commanding or allowing them in the old 
Teſtament, which is neuer reuoked or dill. 
allowed in the new (as is that of the worthip 
of Images) or atlealt , that the lawtullnelte 
of them , can be deduced , from the old, ar 
new Teſtament , by a good conſequence, 
drawn according to the rules of right reaſon, 

as the worſhip of Images is maniteltly , from 

the 13.of the Reuel.nqw cited, tor if the wor- 

ſhip of the Image tend to the honour of him 

who is repreſented by it, (as is there cuident) 

and that it is lawfull to doe all that which 

tends to the honour of our Sauiour , then it 

follows incuitably , that the worſhip of his 

Image,is lawtull, and the like is of the Images 

of Saints. 

Thus haue I indeauoxed to diſcouer the 
different miſtakes of Proteſtants, in the texts 
of Scripture cited by them againſt the vic of 
holy Images, taught,and peactized inthe Ro- 
mane Church, and with all the ſtrange mil- 
I 4 Lrantlae 


 Senpture miſtaken 
tranflations inucnted by them, to make holy 
| Scripture ſpeake to the vulgar , againſt the 
[1 docrine,and praRice of the Romane Church 
lll | in this particular.and this may ſfuffice for the ( 
{econd Controuerlic, | Oy 
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Concerning Iuſtifigatians 


TheDodrineof the Roman Church 
dcliuered in the Council of Trent, 
rouching this Point. 


Seſſ.6. (an.l. 


RS pcr Iclum Chriſtum gratia, 
poſſe iuſtificari coram Peoz Anathema fit. 

' It any one ſhall fay,that a man can be iuſti- 
fed by his workes, which are done by the 
force of humaine nature, or by the doctrine 
of the law, without diuine grace through our 


Lord Igfys Chritt; let him be accurſed, 


Ibidem.6an. « 
$i quis dixerit ad hoc ſolum diuinam gra- 
tiamper Icſum Chriſtum dari, vt facitius ho= 
mo iuſte viuerc ac vitam eternam promereri 
| I 5 poſht 
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"if q | $1) On 


ys per jiberum arbitriym ytrumque, 


ed zgre tamen 6 difficulter poſit; anathe- 


ma ſit, 
If any one ſhall fay that divine grace 


through Telus Chriſt is giuenſonly to thisend, | 


that a man may morecalily liuc iuſtly,and de- 
ſerue eternal life , as if he could doe both, 
though with labour and difficulty , by his 
freewill; let him be accurſcd, 


Ibidem.can.3» 


Si quis dixerit , fine preueniente Spiritys 
{an&itnſpiratione,atque ciusadiutorio,homi- 
nem credere , ſperare , diligere, aut pcenitere 
poſle ficut oportet , vtei iuſtificationis gratia 
conferatur; anathema fit. | 

IF any one ſhall ſay, that without the pre« 
venting inſpiration of the holy Ghoſt, and his 
aſſiſtance, a man can beleeue, hope; loue, and 
repent, as he ſhould doe to haue the grace of 
juſtification beſtowd vppon him ; Jethim be 
accurled. 

Here I demand vppon what ground the 
z3 of the 39 Engliſh Proteſtant Articles , 
_ thus of the ſcoole men of the Roman 
Church, Workes done before the grace of Chriſt,and 
the inſpiration of his ſpirit are not pleaſant to God, 


for .as much as they ſpring* not of .faith in leſ 


Chriſt, neyther doe they make men met to- recriue 
DE grace, 
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grace,or (45 the ſch oole Authors ſay) deſerue grace of 
Congruity. I would gladly haue thoſe ſchoole 
Authcurs named and cited, who afhrme, cone 
trary to the expreſſe words of the Council 


j of Trent, ſo great a ſemi-Pelagian Hereſie,as 


thisis whereofthey are here accuſed. And if 
none attall can be produced , how great an 
yntruth is conteyned in this eg it 15 
faid,not as ſome ofthe ſchoole Authours, but, 4s the 
ſchoole Authours ſay,that is,cyther vniucrſally,or 
commonly affirme; whence may clearly be 
collected, that thoſe new Prelates and Doc- 
tours, who compoſed thoſe 39 artickes,which 
haue been ( euer ſince they were compoled) 
eſteemed the ſumme and ſubſtance of the 
Proteſtant Religion , and faith in England, 
wetC eyther pgrofly ignorant, inthe doQrine 
of the {choole Authours, and exceeding te= 
merarious in affirming that of them , which 
they ncucr vnderſtood , or inſufferably de- 
ceiptfull , and malitious , in accuſing them 
(againſt theyr awn knowledge and conſcien= 
ce)ot holding generally an crronr,which not 
ſoc much as any one of them eucr hed, but. 
the quite contrary, © _ * | | 


ConceTrid.ibidem cap.8. 


Cum vero Apoſtolus dicit iuſtificari homi- Rom.& 


nem per fhdem & gratis , ca yerbaineo ſenſu 


intclligenda ſunt, quem perpetuus Ecclefiz 
| | : Catho- 
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140 Scrigture miſlaben 
Catholicz conſenſus tenuit,8 expreſſit;yt ſci 
licer per fidem ideo iuftificari dicamur, quia 
fides cit humanz ſalutis initium , fundamen- 
tum, & radix omnis iuſtificationis : ſine qui] 
Hebr. zz, impoſſibileeſt placere Deo, 8 ad filiorum cw}, 
conſortium perucnire : pratis autem iuitificari,, 
tdco dicamur; quia nihil eorum quz iuftificasJ,| 
tionem przcedunt,fiue tiges,fiuc, opera, iplamſp 
Rom.n, wuſtiticationis pratiam Cm————a— rae. 
Epheſ,z, tiacſt, iam non cx opetibus, alioquin, vt lem (c 
Fft5., Apoſtolus inquit,gratia iam non eſt gratia. | of 
W hen the Apottle faith that a man is iuſti- 
ficd 'by fayth and pratis, or freely , thoſe rl 
words are to be vnderſtood in that ſence, "= 
which the perpetuall conſent of the Catho-ſ,, 
licque Church allwaycs held, and expreſlcd;],y 
to wit, that we are ſaid to be juſtified by faith, 
becauſe faith is the begining of mans falua-| 
tion, the foundation,and xoate of all iuſtificas| q, 
tion: without which it is impoſſible to pleaſe|,, 
God , and to come into the number, of his ® 
childcren. But we are aid to be juſtified gra-ſ,. 
tis, becauſe none of theſe things which goe|;,, 
before iuſtification , whether it be faith , or 
workes, deſcruc the grace of juſtification; for 
ifit be grace,it is not of workes, otherwilſe,as 
the ſame Apoſtle fays , grace wonld not be 
PIACCs | 


Cons, [41 


Conc.Trid.jbidem.cap.1 0. 


Vic ergo iuſtificati, & amici Dei, ac domes Pll.2z? 
ſtici fati,euntes de vittute ih virtutem, reno» 
uantur, vt Apoſtolus inquit, de die in diem,8 2-Cor.46 
exhibetido ea arma iuſtitiz in ſanQificatio» mo 

6 | . . . Rom.6, 
ncm, per obſcruantiam mandatofum Dei, 8 
Eccles , in ipſa iuftiti2 per Chriſti gratiam 
accepta , cooperante fide bonis operibus cre- 
ſcunt.arque mapis iuſtificantur, {icut {criptum 
eſt,Q#i inſtus eft iuſtificetur adhuc. Apoe.vie; 

Being therefore thus iuſtified , and made 
the friends,and of the howthold of God, going 
on from vertti,to vettu, they ate renewed, as 
the Apoſtle faith, from day to diy and vſing 
thoſcarmes of juſtice to faridtification,by the 
obſcruance, of the commandements of God, | 
and the Church,theyr faith cooperating with' < 
theyr good workes , they increace througty 
the grace of Chriſt, in the iuſtice which they 
haue recciued ; ind are iuſtified more and 
more, as is it Written , he who is iu , let him bs 


inſtified till, 
Conc.Trid.ibidem£4n.9. 


Si quis dixcrit,fola fide impium iuſtificari, 
ta, vt intelligat nihil aliud requiti , quod ad 
tuſticationis pgratiam conſequendam coopere- 
tur,& nulla cx parte necale ofſe cumuez vo- 

| luntatis 


hintatis motu preparari, atque diſpoin ; ana- ſg 
—_S 7 7% 0! 
_ .. If any one ſhall fay, that a wicked man is Bf 
wuſtifled y faith only, ſoc that he meanesthat 
nothing cls is required, which may cooperate [{ 
to the obtayning the grace of Tuſtification, {th 
and that it is noe way neceſſary that he be fm 
iapane , and diſpoſed by the motion of his eh 
will; let him be accorſed, I (if 
From theſe authorities of the Council,it is 
manifeſt, thatin this matter of Iuſtification, Þ; 
the Church of Rome, theaches, 1. that noe: 
workes done by the mere natural force of 
our freewill ; 2. nor by the ſole dodrine or 
knowledye of the diuine law , can iuſtific 4 
finner in the fight of God.Can. 1.3.Thatnoe 
yniuft perſone,can without the preuenting in- 
ſpiration of the holy Ghoſt,doe any thing (as 
it ſhould be done ) to obteyne, the grace of 
juftthcation.can.3. 4.That neyther faith,nor 
workes , done by the inſpiration of the holy, 
Ghoſt, before Iuſtification, can merit Iuſtifi- ſy 
cation, for it is a freg grace of God, giuen not ſkc; 
of workes,but by the ſole mercy of God, and þkry 
for the ſole merits of Chriſt, cap. 8. 5. That hf ; 
though the iuftification of a finner cannot behro 
merited, yet a ſoul may be diſpoſed, prepat« ſyſt 
ed to inſtification, by ats inſpired by the holy þ;t 
Ghoſt.c.6.6.That weare not thus diſpoſed by ſhit 
faith'only, but alſo by other good motions of kg, 
; oury 


"M7 Againſt luſt tz0 
na- pur will, preuented and afhiſted by the grace 


' by good works. 143 


Fof God.can.g. 7.That being thus freely wuſt i. 
n is hed, 8 become the childeren of God through 


hat 


the aſſiſtance of Gods grace in Chriſt, we may 
ate doe 


good workes, and by them ( accepted 


on, through Chriſt's merits) become niore and 

be ſimore tuſt,in the fight of God.cap.10.where in 

his theefly,conſiſts the Roman doErine, of Tuſti. 
fication by good workes. 


It 1$ 
On, 


LOC” 


n 


hat Lf 


Thisdodtrine ſuppoſed, we will now take 

2 vew, of thoſe texts, which Proteſtants viu« 

ally preſſe , out of Scripture miſtaken againſt it, 
auing firſt proucd the Roman doEtine. 


The Catholicke Poſition. 
Faith only iuſtifycth not, 


LJ Ou ſee that a man is inſlifyed by workes, and not Tames 


by faith only. which muſt needs be ynder- V-2+: 


ſtood of a true and internall iuftification be= 
fore Allmighty God: for it muſt be that iuſti= 
 Fication which comes by faith ; but that is 
rae and internall juſtification, as appeares by 
the texts cited hereafter in the paper , for 


bc Þroofe of iuſtification by faith only : that the 
at* Iuſtification which S. Iames fpeakes of here, 
ly ksthe very fame with that which comes by 
by faith , is moſt cleare out of the words them« 


+ 
Zur 


lucs; Tee fee that a man is iuftifyed by workes, and 


mp 


wot by faith only;For it oP be quite cotitra 


to common ſcale to vnderſtand a iuſtifica 
tion before men in the firſt part of this ſer 
tenceyecſee that a man is inflifyed by workes, and 
a true ifrernall juſtification in the fight of 
Gad,in the latter part, and not by faith only;For 
the word only, clearly demonſtrates, that th 
ſame iuſtification is to be vnderſtood in both 
parts of the ſentence. Now that the iuſtifica- 
tion common to both members df this place, 
muſt neceſſarily be meant of a true iuſtifica 
tion only in the ſight of God, is out of al 
queſtion to ſuch as ponder what is deliuered 
in it: for it would be moſt falſe, were it vn 
derftood of a iuſtification only before men: 
nolcfſe then this manner of ſpcech,yee ſee tha 
this man is vnderſtood by his words , and not by In 
thoughts only, would be wholly falſe, were there 
only mention made of a man's being vndet» 
Rood amongſt men:for amongſt them he P 
not vnderſtood at all by his thoughts; and fo 
the lattet part of this propoſition would no 
be true and therefore to verify this manne! b 
of ſpeech, it muſt of neccflity be meant ofa v 
man's being vnderſtood by Allmighty God® 
who only by his own | ns yaderſtand: « 
both thoughts and words ; and fo it is truly 

fayd, yee ſee that aman is vnderſt ood (to wit, by *! 
AllmightyGod)6y his words,and not by his thought * 
#nlj. And tor the very ſame reaſon,thispropo- ; 

fxtionſ: 


m_ 


i Againſt Twftification by good workes, "145 
Go ſition of 5:James wee ſee that 4 mun isitlifyed by 
"| workes, and not by faith ouly , cannot be-ndcr. 
| ſtood ofaiuſtification before men:for we are 
+ off ho more iuſtifyed by ſaith before men, then 
Fo we are vaderſtood amongſt them by our 
- the thoughts: and therefore it mult be interpreted 
ork of a tuſtification before Allmighty God,who 
6ca4 only vnderſtauds our faith as he does our 
ace | thoughts (by his own power and knowledge) 
6,4 and can only ſec whether our faith be true, 
F jj} ſincere , and iuſtifying, or no z faith being 
-redj nothing clſc but a thought , afſent or iudge- 
- v4 Ment of the ſoul, And as all Proteſtants,in the 
\en:{ enſuing texts vrged for iuſtification by faith only, 
tha vaderftand an internall iuſtification in the 
- 1; ſight of God, ſo muſt they (will they not be 
# vnreaſonably and willfully partiall ) vnder« 
der.) ſtand the fame by iuſtification by faith, in this 
he je Place of S.Iames, which is cleared v.2; was not 
\d {a 4674ham our father inſtifjed by worket when he had 
I nord ffered Iſaac his ſone vppon the altar?for this hauing 
nneg} cen done priuatly in the deſert could nor, 
of | when it was done, juſtific him before men. 
God 92d yet more clere v.22. ſeefl thou not how faith 
and: wrought with his workes , and by workes was faith 
rulj made perfe ? what is here ſpoken of but the 
t, by operation of faith and workes in the ſoule, 
* j- ſiuſtifying in God's fight? For faith cannot bg 
truly made perfe&t but declared to be per- 
kR, by workes loc farre mn they iuſtific ovly 
bor 


nd 


. 
; 
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146 _-  *Sccipture miſtaken. 
before men. And it is further demonſtrated 
v.23. And the Scripture was fulfilled which ſayth; 

Rom.4., Abraham beleened Gotl, andit was imputed vnto him 
V.1.4.3- for righteouſneſſe, and he was called the om of God. 

Can any Proteſtant deny this to be mcant of - 
an imputation of righteouſncfſe , as they 
terme it, or a iuſtification before Allmighty 
God , ſ{ccing it is the very fame iuſtification 
which is mentioned by S; Paul to the Ro- 
manes which they rmainly contend to be a 
true iuſtification ih the ſight of God : or if 
they will haue it here a juſtification only be- 
fore men, they muſt acknowledpe that the 
fame mentioned to the Romanes is no other 
then before men ; and fo, by endeauoring by 
{uch ſhifts to weaken the force of this text 
againſt themſelucs they take away all force 
trom that of Rom.4. to conclude any thing 
againſt ys, Beſides, this juſtification of Abras 
ham here mentioned by $.Iames, can be no 


before God: for, as it followes in the text, he 
was called a friend of God ; and that truly, for he 
was indeede, as he was calted, a friehd of 
God: and hence it follows incuitably,thatthe 
juſtification which S.Fames deduces from 
that of Abraham,by works, and not by faith only, 
as appeares by the word then , wee ſee then 8c. 
is a true intrinſecall juſtification in the ſight 


other then that which is true and interuall | 


of God; for no other, ſauc that, could be 
rightly 


rightly inferred fromthe forner: And indeed 


5 Hpainſt liflificatimi Ty good workes. | 147 


though we had none of the forelayd euidens, 
ces , to conuince the truc, meaning of S, Ia» 
mes,yet what man of judgment can imayitte 
thatthis holy Apoſtle would labour ſo much 
co proue that Chriſtians are iuſtifyed by their 
good works bctore-men, when that is a mat=- 
ter too cleare and known;to need proote,and 
too light and friuolous to deſerue it? or wha 
conliderate mah can thinke that this Bleſſed 
Apoſtle ot the holy Ghoſt: by. whoſe inſpie 
ration he writ this, would ſo carneſtly exhort 
Chriſtians to abound in.good woiks, to the 
end.that they may be iuſtityed before men? 
ſecing corrupt human niture is too too prone 
ta doe good workes for ſuch. by endes as 
theſe, and hath mote ticed of a bridle then a 


4 purre in this particular , and rather to be de- 


rerred from it, then put vppon it, as our Sae 
uiour did the Stribes and Phariſces, who did 
their works to be ſcene, and conſequently to 
be prayſed and iuſtifyed before men. This 
text therefore hauing been demonſtrated to: 
be meant of wttification before Allmighty 


| God by works,and not.by faith onh;(ceing S Paul 


inſpired by the ſame holy Spirit, in what is 
citcd qut-of him in the infling text ;.cannot 
787216 contradict S.Iames here , as he.wuſt 

eeds be thought to haue done if he fayd (as 
Proteſtants would haueit) that we are juſti» 


— 


148 &riptave miſtaken 

fyedin the ſight of God by faithonly , and riot 

by good works, working with faith and per» 

icing it , informing and viuificating it , a3 
fames 2: S.Iames defcribes them here.wve will now ſee 
y-42.26, in what ſenſe S.Paul's wordsare to be vnder- 

ſtood, and reconcile them with this text of 

S.Iames. 


The Proteſtant Poſition. 


Inſtification by faith only. 
Thisis proucd by Scriptnre miſtaken, 


Rom.z. Therefore wee conclude, that a man is inſtiſyed by 
v.28, faith;without the works of thelaws / 

Being infliſyed by faith, we haue peace with Gods 
throngh our Lord lefus Chriſt. 13 
Kom,r.r7 For therein is the righteouſneſſe of God reuealed, 

from faith te ſaith, as it written, ahe inſt ſhall line 
ith, 
Gal.z.16. noel this, that 4 man is not inſ:ifycd by the 
_ works of thelaw, bat by the faith of Chriſt Ieſus: that 
we might beiuftifyed by lefus Chriſt , and not by the 
works of the law : for by the works of the law ſhall no 
buing fleſh be iuftifeyd. . | | 


The firſt miſtake. 


The word only,is not fornd in any of theſe texts« 
In all theſe texts is not once the words faith 


to be found ; which is put in this Pro« 
Fnly , to.dc 3 WAI B put tl 


Wo. - 


Rom. 5-1, 
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teftant Poſition & was to be proued by them, 
Neither ig i& conſequent : a man # inſtiſged by 


| faith without the works of thelaw;therefore 3 man 


is iuſtifyed by faith only:no moze then this 
follows, 4 manu nouriſhed by bread, without the 
graſſe of the field;therefore a man i noyriſhed by bread 
only. for though the graſle of the feeld do not 
nouriſh ys, yet many other things beſides 
bread de nouriſh ys. io like manner , though 
the worcks done by force of thegrace of God, 
and not by force of the law, do tuſtify vs,and 
{o we arc not iuſtifyed by ſaith ouly, nor ar all 
by the works of the law ; but by faith and good 
works done by the grace of Iclus Chriſt, and 
not by the kfÞwvlcdge of rhe lazy, 


The Second miſtake. 


The workes of the law miſunderſtood, 


That S. Paul here vnderſtands only by 
works of the law,luch works as are done by force 
and knowledge of the law , before the faith 
of Chriſt infuſed intoa ſoul , or thar it is in» 
lightned' and aſhfted by his grace : and by 
this law is vnderſtood the law written in the 
books of Moyles, both morall in the ten 
Commandements , and ceremonial , as cir- 
cumciſion,and other rites and ceremonyes of 
the Tewes. 

That by works of the law, I ſay,arc vnder- 

Cy Kz3  ftogd 
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Rood by S.Paul,only ſuch: works as are done 


©. 
Hf 


by force of knowledge of the law,befotc the 
inlightning ofthe faith, and grace of Chriſt, 
3s cuident out of this chapter , Rom. 3-v-14+ 
Now we know,that what things ſoener the law ſayth; 
xt ſayth to them that are viider the law ; that euery. 
mouth may be ſtopped, and all the world may become 
guilty before God, Flere he ſpeakes of the law, 
{peaking or teaching what is to be done ac- 
cording to it : and then adds preſently, as a 
concluſion from thar have i pot by the 
law,v.10. therefore 'by the deeds of the Law no fleſh 
ſhall be iustifyed in hit (ight : for by the law u the 
knowledge of ſin, The reaſon why the deeds of. 
the law inſtify not,is, becauſe they come from 
the knowledge of the law,8 by the law is the 
knowledge of fin. wherunto he pppoſes the 
tightcouſneſle of God, which is by faith of Ie 
{us Chriſt vnto'all, in the firſt texts following 
verlcs 21.but now the righteouſnetre of God without 
the. law is manifeed, being witneſſed by the law and 
Prophets: v.2:2.enen the right eouſueſſe of. God which 
tu by faith of Ieſys Chri# wnto all,and vppon all, thens 
that beleeue ; for there 15 no difference. This is the 
known dodrine of all Roman Catholikes 
apainſt the Pclagiang, that- no' worke can 
wuſtify which comes only by dodrine and 
liphrt of the written law ; but all iuſtifying 
works muſt come from the faith and grace of 
Chriſt ſorhar we all conteſſe: and warkede 
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with S. Paul,that « m4 i inftifyed by faith vvith= 
out the vyorkes of the lavy, that is, wirhout ſuch 
worksas are meerly of and from thelaw , AS 
are oppoſed here by S. Paulto the grace and 
faith of Chriſt, 

Secondly , by the law in this place is vn- 
derſtood , both. the motall law written by 
Moylcsin the ten Commandements;and the 
ceremonial], conteyned inthe: bookes of Le» 
uiticus, Deuteronomij &c. for the morall law, 
Proteſtants themſelyes , doubt not that the 
Apoſtle ſpcakes of it, and that the ceremonial 
is here meant is cuident in the rwo next fol- 
lowing Yerlcs , ſpeakjng of Iewes and Cir- 
cumcil1on, v.24.1s he Gad of the lewes only,and not 
alſo of rhe Gentils:yea,of the Gentils alſo. y.30.Seeing 
"t is one. God vvhich ſhall inStify circumciſion by ſaith, 
and vrcircumeſion through fayth. and c.x. Vhat 
adnuntage then hath the levy,or vvhat profit s there 
of circumciſion? and the {cauen laſt verſes of the 
ſecond chapter make it yet clearer;ſecing that 
the Apoltle's intent is there to proue , that 
juſtification did not only bclong to the Iewes, 
but to the Gentils allo, and' therefore the 
Iewes: were not to thinke that inuſtification 
came by the obſeruance of their ceremonial 
law which Moytfcs had giuen them : and 
whereby they were chiefly diftinguiſhed from 
the Gentiles, who had knowledge of the mo. 
tall law,and cftcemed themfclues obliged to 
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abſerue it. Which is the preſent doQtrine of 
Romage Catholikes, 


The Third miſtake. 


The yuord Iuftifie miſſapplied. 
Thirdly,by Iuſtificatian here,is'vnderſtood, 
only the fitſt Iuſtificatis from finne to iuſtice, 
wherby a belecuer isgmade of a child of the 
deuil,the child of God. this is cleare y.23, For 
all bane ſinned, and come ſhort of the glory of God, 
V+23, being iuſtifyed freely by his grace , through the 
redemption uyhichi in Teſa Chrift.v.2 5.VVhom God 
hath fe: forth to bg a propitiation trough faith in his 
bloud,to declare hu righteouſneſſe for the remiſiion of 
finnes that are paſt, through the ſorbearante of God, 
And in'this all agree thar the firſt iuſtifica= | 
tion of a ſinner is a worke of the mercy and 
grace of God, through the merirs of our | -: 
deareſt Sauiour;and cannot be condignly me- | | 
rited by any works precedent.But the Apoſtle || « 
makes here no mention at all of the fecond 
juſtification , or increaſe of that iuſtice and V 
grace which is giucn vs in the firſt juſtifica» | f 
rion,and wherotS,Thon fpeakes Reu.22,v.1l, || v 
O12 inſt eſt, inſtificetur adhuc , he that is righteous, || i 
let him be righteous fill, faith your Engliſh text, |} v 
which fipnifyes only a perſcuerance in that | t] 
righteoutneſſe or juſtice which was firſt re= | Þ 
eoiugd; whenit ſhould be , he chat is, righteow, Ie 
' (6 


. Ml a6 _ ht « _— a S#$Sooc#® -DuÞ_Þ0Aa —_ TW a EIT oY PE Rn 


"— 


.0 " iS Sow © nw WW oo 


WO I Oo NY 3 e- 2 


:0 F W <0 


p 


Againſt Iuitification by good vyorkes, 153 


ket him be made righteous ſtill : as the latin hath 
it , iuftificetur adbuc : and all the other phrae 
ſes adioyned, ſhew nat only a perſcuerance, 
butſallo an increaſe , of that wickedneſle, os 
holynefſe wherin they were before:or, let him 
vvorke righteouſneſſe , or iuſtice ſtill, as the grecke 
hath it , wich comes all to the ſame purpoſe, 
Now the queſtion betweene vs and Pro. 
teſtants, is only of the ſecond iuftification, or 
increace of iuſtice acquired in thefarſt; which 
we only affirme to be augmented by good 
works done in and through the grace of Ie» 


The fourth miſtake. 


The vvord faith mifconſimred, 


Fourthly, by faith is not to be ynderſtood 
a bare,ſole,att of Chriſtian faith ; and much 
letſe of particular confidence, and application 
of Chriſt merits tq our ſelues, {whereof the 
Apoſtle ſpeakes not one word in this place) 


where on P:oteſtants rely ſoe much ; but a 


faith viuificated , informed , and animated 
with charity , and other Chriſtian vertus 
ioyned with it. This is cleate chap.4,v-142-3s 
where the faith of Abraham is brought in by 
the Apoſtle in proofe of what he had fayd. 
Now who can deny but this faith was viuifts 
fatcd with charity:ſecing S. Iares, ca2.v.224 
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navy Cited, afflrmcs , that his faith vvronght vvith 
- bus works , and by warks bu faith was made perfett. 
And Galat.q.y.6.wherethe Apoſtle treates of 
the ſame juſtificatian by faith , maketh this 
matter out af queſtion: for i Leſs Chriſt neither 
Circumciſion atayleth any thing , nor incircumcifion; 
. but faith , which worketh by loue,or charity. This 
.truth is imbraced by all Romane Catholi. 
kes, though it be not,as they hold,our formall 
juſtification, nora condigne meritpt qur firſt 
zuſtification ; but only a congruous, and yet 
. ſure diſpolition to it, thraugh the mercitull 
and faithfull promiſe of God , and through 
the only merits of our Sauiour. By all thee 
particulars duly pondered, appeares,;that this 
rext of the Apoſtle, Rom. 3.v.28. therefore we 
conclude that 'a man u #nſtifyed by faith without 
the works of the law,fayes nothing but what is 
taught by Romane Catholikes vniuerſally. 
Butif Proteſtants would conclude any thing 
againſt vs, they muſt produce a text which 
ſaycs,good warkes of fuch as are inflifyed alrgady,done 
by vertue of the grace of Chriit ; and uot by the bate 
&knovvledge of the lavv,do nat initify,(and thisqnly 
5 in queſtion betwixt vs ) that is, augment /and 
1:creaft, that righteouſneſſe or inſtice already ac- 
quired,and makevs more iuft. The tormer anſwer 
is likewiſe to be applyed to the other texts, 
Rom. g5.v.1.Rom.1.v.17.Galat.2.v. 17. for the 
Apoſtles meaning is the. ſame in them all. -; 
os Yet 
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Yet becauſcI intend to giue full fatisfaRion 
to each text obicted aoainſt vs, I will adde 2 


word or twa to theſc ſcucrall texts, 


$ 


The ſecond text. 


Rom. 5.v.1. Being iuſtified by faith, vve bane peace 
yyith God, through out Lord Iefus Chriſt. 
. Fhisrext is miſtaken. 

Hete S. Paul ſpeakes ofthe firſt iyſtifica. 
tion , wherby a ſinner is made a feruant and 
friend of Gog (agreably ro Romane Catho- 
liks now deliuercd) as appearcs, v.8. But God 
commendeth his loue to vs in that vvhile vve vers 
yet ſumers, Chriſt dyed for v5, and 2.10. for if vyhile 
pye yyere enemyes, vye vere reconciled to God,by the 
death of Chriſt,mych more being reconciled, vve ſhall 
be ſaued by bi life:and the a ſequell of the 
chapter ſhewes cuidently that his maine diſ= 
courle i5 of. the farſt iuſtification and atto= ' 
nement of, finners and enemyes to God 
through the death - of Chriſt: yea cyen the 
text it lelte y.t.here'obieed, declares it ſelfe 
ſufficiently ro be meant of the firſt iuſtifica= 
tion, Therefote being inſtifyed hy faith . vve haue 
peace Vurh God through our Lord leſus Chriſtlayth, 
the text ; for this haying peace vvith God by 
inſtification , argues that Eero that iuſtihca= 
ton, we had not -peace,dut enmity with Gore 
EF _ 
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which is only truc of the firſt iuſtification;for 


before the ſecond iuſtification or increace of 


juſtice we haue that peace with God, and ſo 
xeceiue not peace by reaſon of it, And though 
there were no other anſwer faue this, that,of 
whatſocuer inftification this text ſpeakes, 
Rom.sv.1. yet inſtification by faith only ,- ( for 
proofe of which it is allcadged, will neuer be 
proued from it ; for it ſayth, being ruſtifyed by 
feith,but no newes here of faith only. 


The third text. 


Rom:1,v.1'7. For therins the righteouſneſſe of God 
renealed from ſaith to faith,as it u voritten, 
the aſt luethbyfaith, 
This textis miſtaken, 
Theſe words prooye nothing at all for iuſti- 


fcation by faith only , no more then this propo- 


firion, the iuſt man lines by breath, proucs that 
the iuſt man liues by breath only : for as his liuing 
corporally by breath. hinders nat his liuing by 
meat,and drinke,lo hisliuing ſpiritually by Firh 
hinders nat his liuing by goad wworks : for ag 
breath, theate , and drinke concurre to his tem- 
pros ſo faith an.gaod works concurre to 

is ſpirituall life. and eucn Proteſtants them» 
{clucs muſt confeſſe that this text,the inft 114n 
4 iz lineth 


and ſo were in ſtate of finne and damnation; 
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liueth by fatih , cannot poſſibly inferre that be 
liveth by faith enly : fos S.Paul ſaith, Rom.3.24. 
being iuflifyed freely hy his grace : and v.18. even 
fo by the righteouſneſſe of one, the free gift came 
vppon all men to the inStiſcatien of life. So that 
according to S.Paut, the iuſt lives by grace, 
and by the righteouſnſſe of Chriſt, as bf, as by 
faith; and fo not by faith only. Neyther can it 
bee. anſweared , that faith it ſelf is that grace 
where of the Apoitle fpeakes, and con. 
ſequently this objeion of myne is to noe 
purpoſe, for though faith be a gift and grace 
of God , yet there are many more gifts and 
graces beſides it,{ignified by the word grace, 
and particularly that preuentinge grace , or 
divine light,and inſpiration, which the holy 
Ghoſt intufesinto mans hart as the principles, 
and cauſes of divine faith in ys,which! is be< 
ſtowed vppon vs, purely gratis, and out of 
mere mercy. 

The 4.text, Gal.2. v.12. Knowing that a man 
# not iuſtifyediby the wvorks of the law , but by the 
faith of Ieſws Chrift, that vvee might be inftifyed by 
the ſaith of Chriſt, and not by the wvorkes of the law: 
for by the wvor ks of the Law ſhall no fleſh be iuſtifyeds 
T his text is miſtaken. 


Theſe words proote as little as any of 
the former, that is , nothing at all for wufti- 
fication by faith only. For , as it is molb 
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Scripture miſtaken 

manifeſt by. the whol precedent context in 
the chapter , the whol macter there handled; 
is about Circumciſion-and obſcruation of the 
ecremogniall law. of the Iewes, as different 
from the life and praQtice ofthe Gentills : ſec 
Ve243+5-7-8-12.14. and chap.q.v.t0. Tee obſerue 
dayes, and monthes , and tymes, and yeares , faith 
S. Paul reprehending the Chriſtians, fot re- 
turning to thoſe empty elements of the cere- 
Trail law,v.6. and the like chap. 5.v.1.2.3. 
about circumciſion , ſtand , and be not beld in 
againe vvoith the yoke of ſeruitude , behold 1 Paul 
tell you,that if yee be circumciſed , Chriſt ſhall profit 
you nothing; and 1 teſtify again to ettery man circums 

eifing himſelfe,. that he i a debtour to the whol law. 
Now neither Romane Catholike, nor En=- 
gli Proteſtant belecue that they are juiſti- 
yed by the ceremonial] law of the Tewes, 
which only is touched in this chapter. And it 
is no lefle cleare that there mention is made 
of the fitſt iuſtification wherby a ſinner be- 
coms a child. ot God , v.10. VVe ſinngrs by na- 


ture lewes,aiid hot of the Gentiles. Nay the text it. 


ſelfe obieted, Gal.2.v.16. ſpeakes clearly of 
the firſt iuſtification of a ſinner to the ſtate 
of grace , for by the workes of the law ſhall 
no fleſh be iuſtihed ; the word fleſh ſignifijng 
moſt familiarly in S:Pauls Epiftles,that which 
is not yet ſpiritual, but carnal, vnder the guilt 
of {in,and corruption of nature. For hoygh 
u 
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fuch asare already iuſtificd, rerayhe-the con- 


cupiſcenſes of the fleſh inthem , yet becauſe 
they refiſt and ſubdue them, ſo lohy as they 
remaine iuſtitied. they are not called fleſh, by 
$. Paul, but rather ſpirituall men. 

And that he ſpcakes of the law as known 
by itsown force, light ; and dodrine is cui- 
dent alſo v.16. For if by the law be righteouſneſſe, 
then Chriſt is dead in vayne. which is molt true 
it we ſpeake of the law as known tovs , and 
working in vs by its owne force, wholy inde- 
pendent of the grace and illumination of 

hriſt;but can haue no true ſenſe if we ſpeake 
of the law as iuſtifying by the grace of Chriſt: 
for then Chriſt will not haue dycd-in vaine; 
becauſe by his death he meritcd that grace 
and light by vertu of which only the law 
iuſtifyes. And chapter 3.v.2. Haue yee receaued 
the Spirit by the works of the law,or by the hearing 
of faith Þ whetby is mauiteſt , both that he 
peakes of the workes of the law, as working 
before the recciuing the holy Ghoſt, and of 
the firſt mſtification;or receiuing of the Spirits 
by the faith of Chriſt; and y.18. For if a lavv 
vere giuen vvich could vinificate , righteouſneſſe 
wvere truly from the lavy. which ſhcwes cut» 
dently, that the Apoſtle ſpeakes of the law as 
conſidered in it ſelfe,and its proper torce: fct 
if we conſider it as illyminated by faith , and 
the grace of Chriſt, itis able to viuificate,and 


conſe 


conſequently to iuftify , as the Apoſtle hete 

phil afmes. __ he x rom of the 
law as preceding the faith of Chriſt, is out of 
all queſtion v.23. Before faith came,we were con- 
eluded vnder the law , into that faith which was to 
be reuedled.Therefore the law was our ſchoolmaſter in 
Chriſt,that we might be inflifyed from faith, 
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"THE FOVRTH 

EC ONTROVERSIE 
Of the tmerir of Good workes: 

The DoArineof the Roman Church 


delivered by the Council of Trent 
iti this Point; Setdione 6; 


2Q42 Hc Council of Trent hauing 
SGP dceliuercd ( as appeares in the 
W Be tormer Controucrlic)that noe 
by PEN worke truly. pleafing to God 
Gena ( which only we vaderſtand 
by good wotkes eſteemed by vs meritorious). 
can poſſibly be done cyther by the force of 
nature, or of the law, without the inſpiration 
ofthe holy Ghoſt; nor that any good motion 
of the will , aſſiſted, by ſuch Inſpirations, can 
merit the grace of our firſt Tuſtification, the 
Council ſuppoles that none can produce any 
food - truly mefitorious of heauenly 
bleſſings, but ſuch as are allready iuſtified, and 
n ſtate of grace: and foe delivers the inſuing 
dorine.Sefſione 6.c.16. : 
Bene operantibus vique in finem,& in Deo 
ſpcrantibus , proponenda ct vita @terna 5 & 
E 
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eanquam gratia filiis per Chriſtum Icſum mis 
ſ{cricorditet promiſſa, & tanquam merces cx 
iplius Dei promiſſione , bonis iplorum operis 
bus ac meritis fideliter redderida. 

Eternal! life is to be propounded to thofe 
who doe well, and hope in God, both as a 
grace mercifully promifed through I x sv s | 
Chriſt to chiKderen , and as a reward faith= 
fully to' be rendered through the promeſle of 
God;totheyr good workes and meritss 

And yet the Council giuesan other ground 
of Chriſtian merits.Ibidem c.26. 

Si quis dixczit, iuſtos non debere pro bonis 
opcribus,quz.in Deo fucrint faQta, expeRare 
& ſpcrare #ternam retributionem a Dco per 
cus miſcricordiam , & Itsv Chriſti meritum 
fr bene agendo,8: diuinz mandata cuſtodicn- 
do,v{que in finem perſcucrauerint ; anathes 


nec lit. 


Ifany one ſhall fay, that iuft men arc nor 
to' expect and hope for an ctcrnall recoms - 
pence for theyr good workes, which were 
done in God, through the mercy of God, 
and the merits of Chriſt, if they perſeuer, to 
the ende in doing well , and keeping Gods, 
commaridements; let him be — 

And the full rcafon of this doctrine is gi- 
wen,Scll.6.c.16. [4 
Cumenimille ipfe Chriſtus Itsys tanquam 
caput in moinbra, 5 tanquan vigis in: palmi- . 

| -- > a 


us 
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tcs,in ipſosiuſtificatos iugiter virtutem inflaats 
=_ virtus bona corum opera ſemper antece« 
it,8C comitatur , & ſubſcquitur ; & line qu3 
nullo pato Deo grata, & meritoria cſſe pol- 
ſunt:nihil ipfis iuſtificatis amplius deefle cres 
dendum eft , quo minus plene illis operibus, 
quz in Deo ſunt faRta, divine legi pro huius 
vitze ſtatu fatisfeciſſe , & vitam zternam ſud 
etiam tempore; {i tamen in grati2 diſceſſerint, 
conſequendam, vere promeruitle cenſeantur. 
For ſecirig Chritt himlelfe , intuſes vertu 
continually into perſanes allready iuftified, as 
the hcad intothe parts, and the vine into the 
branches, wich vertu always precedes and ac< 
companies, and follows theyr good workes, 
and without which they could not by any 
meancs be gratefull to God, and meritorious; 
it isto be beleceued that nothing elſe iswanting 
to them, but that by thoſe workes, which arc 
done in God , they may be thought to hauc 
Erisfied the diuine law, proportionably tothe 
condition of this preſent life , and truly to 
taue metited/cternall life, which is here afiee 
to be. rendeted/to them, if not withſtanding 


they dy in the ſtate of grace. 


And to ſhew,, that this doctrine, hinders 
not the humility of a Chriſtiafi , the Council, 
giues this admoniton: 

Abſit ramen vt Chriſtiahus homo in ſcipſo 
vel contidat,ycl glorietur, & non in Domino: 

L 2 cuius 
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cuius.tanta eſt erga homines bonitas, yt corutri 
yclit eſſe merita,quz ſunt ipſius dona: 

Farre be it notwithſtanding that a Chti- 
ſtianſhould eyther confide , orglory ih hims 
felfe, and not in our Lord:whoſe goodneſle 
to mett is ſoc greate, that he wills that thoſe 
which are his gifrs, ſhould be our merits. 

And laſtly ro ſhew what it is , which iuſt 
men,merit by theyr good workes, the Coun« 
cil deliuers this doctrine.can.32. 

Si quisdixerit — ipſum iuſtificatum bonis 
operibus,quz ab co pcr Dei gratiam,8 Iasv 
Chriſti meritum , cuius vivum ntembrum c|, 
fiunt,non vere mereri augmentum pratiz, vis 
tim #tcrnam, 6 ipſ1us vite eterne , {1 rmen 
in gratia diſceſſerir, confecutionem, 8 glotix 
augmentum; anathema fit, 

If any one ſhall ſay — thar a iuſt pcrſone; 
merits not truly by his good workes , which 
are done by the grace of God and merit of 
Chrift,in creace ot prace,cternall life;afid the 

attayning cternall life , if he depart hence in 
ſtate of grace , aud the increace of glocy ; kt | 
him be accurſcd. 

From theſe definitions of the Council , is 
cleare,z.that none faue perſons allready iuſti« 
fied can haue theſe meritorious workes - 
2.That they muſt all be done by force and þ 
ycrtu of the grace of Chriſt.z3.To make cucn 
ſuch workes which proceed from-grace com- 
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pleatly, and truly meritorious is required the 
tree and mercifull promeſſe of God, wheron 
all merit i;grounded,q.That this Promefle of 
Gad, to reward ſych workes, and the accep= 
tation of thoſe workes to be merits , are 
graynded in the fole mcrirs of Chriſt moſt 
lacred paſſion, F- That the things which arg 
merited through ſuch promiſes,and merits of 
Chriſt, are increace of internall grace,eternall 
life,the obteyning of cternall 4 and the 1n- 
creaſe of x Sh in heauen, amongſt which: 
ſcging the Coyncil putsnot aRtyall yrace,that 
is the inlightning of our ynderſtanding by 
hcaucnly thoughts,and the inflaming ot, our 
will by pious afteRions , it giuestree libeZfor 
all Chriſtians to beleeue,thar noe iuſt perſane, 
can by his good watkes or merits, deſcrue to 
haue fych actuall graces, but that they all pro- 
cecd tram the tree arace, and mercy of God, 
beſtawed libexally vppon cuery juſt perſone, 
far the ſale merits of Chriſt , and not dew 
to any whatſocucr of his good workes , 
6.Hence the Council affirmes that all our me- 
rits are the true gifts of God, coming frgm his 
free grace,and that ſoe we are neyther tocon- 
fide, nor glory in our ſclues, but only in God. 
2.Hence clearly follows, that this dod&rine of: 
merits , cannot poſſibly be any way injurious 
ta our Sauiours paſſion, ſccing, it isgrounded, 
both according to the grace where by ſuch: 
| L 
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meritoriops workes are produced, and the 
free promeſle of God to accept of them, as 
meritorious,and to render a reward to them, 
forthe ſole paſſion of our deareſt Sauiour,the 
yertu whereof is applied to vs by the merito- 
rious force of ſuch workes.as it alſo is by the 
zmpetratory foree of prayres , the firſt dero- 
gating noe more from the power of his mc- 
rits,then the ſecond of his praires. 

That which is here ſayd, of the impretato- 
ry,and meritorious,is to be extended to the 
ſatisfactory vertu of good workes, For ſo the 
Council of Trent, "Arch of them, Sefſione 
14.cap.8, neque vero ita noftra eſt ſatisfaQtio 
hec, quam pro peccatis noſtris exojuimus, vt 
non fit per Chriftum IgsvM:nam qui cx nobis 
ranquam ex nobis nihil poſſumus ; co coope- 
rante qui nos confortat omnia- poſſumus , ita 
yt non habeat homo vndeglorietur, ſed om- 
nis gloriatio noftra in Chriſto eſt , in quo vi- 
uimus, in quo meremur, in quo fatisfacimus, 
facientes fructus dignos poenitentiz, qui cx 
illo yim habent,ab illo offeruntur Patri,& per 
ilum acceptantur A Patre. E] 
 Neythcris this ſatisfaction ſoc ours which 
wee pay for our ſinnes, thatit is not through 
Issys Chriſt. For wee who of our {clues,as of 
our {elyes, can doc nothing, he cooperating 
who comforts vs we can doe all things, foe 


that man hath nothing where ofto glory, but 
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all qur glory is in Chriſt , is yphom yveliue, in 
yohom vve merit , in yvhom vve ſatisfie , bringing 
forth worthy fruits of penance , wwhich haus 
force from him, are offered by him to the father , and 
are accepted by the Father through him. 

To theſe Athorities of the Coyncil of Trent 
in declaration of the Romane dodtrine , I 
thought fit to adds one claule of the 39 arti- 
cles,which fauours much the merit of Good 
workcs. 


Arti.12, of Good vorkes, 


Al be it that good workes, which are the 
fruits of Faith, cannot put away ling, and in- 
dure the ſeucrity of Gods indgement, yet are 
they pleaſing and acceptable to God in Chriſt, 

If pleaſing and acceptable to God in Chriſt, 
then noe way ſinfull, 26 truly and abſolutly 
good and juſt , for noc {in , whether out of 
Chriſt oriq Chriſt can be pleaſing , and AC 
ceptable to God,tor then God ſhould not be 
a hater, but alouer of fin , and Chriſt ſhould 
not take away ſinnes , but make them pleaſe 
ing , and acceptable to God , which is a flat 
blaſphemy. If truly and abſolutely withour 
fin, andiuſt , then hauing in holy Scripture 
the promiſes. af God annext jto them, to 
reward them,and that we muff receiue Gods pro= 
miſes in ſuch wwiſe,as they be generally ſet forth tovs 
in boly Scripture,as faith article 17. ub finem,itis 

;  * "IL 4"*'' molt 


' moſt manifeſt , that all the good workes of 


Scriprure mill aken 


juſt and righteous perſones,ſhall be rewarded 
in Chriſt, and ſoc be truly meritorious in 
Chriſt:bauing ſuch a ſupernaturall goodneſle. 
coformable to that heauenly reward in them. 
which is all that is taught , in this point, by 
—_—Clurc ofBeme. © Oo OOH 


The Proteſtant Poſition. 


Thar the good workes of the Rege- 
__ rateare not ſuch, as can * 
__ deſferue heauen. 
This is prouued by Scripture miſtaken, 


The firſt Proofe. 


For I reckon that the ſufferings of this preſent time 
are not yvorthy to be compared with the glory which 
[hal be reuealed wnto vs. Cn ones ; 


The farſt miſtake. 
Nothing againft merits in this text. 

O more is a graine cf muſtard feed 
& Yworthy to be comparcd to that high 
and ſpread ſtalke , & tholc multitudes of 1n- 
creaſe which it beares ; and yet it producgs 


them; as allo do the ſmall ſufferings of this 


world 


Apainſt merit of Good workes. 169 
world that fayre tree of life , and glory in 
keauen,as witneſſeth S.Paul 2.Cor.g.v.17.For 
our light affliction which is but for 4 moment, 
worketh for vs a farre more exceeding, and eternall 
weight of glory, | 


The ſecond Proof. 


$0 likewiſe yee, when you hane tone 48 thoſe things Evke 12. 
which are commanded you, ſay ; we are vnproſuable ''"9» 


ſeruants: we haue done that which was but our duty 
_—""-"" 
The Second miſtake. 
Theſe words miſſapplied againſt merits. 

W hat is there here which denyes the de- 
ſcruing heauen by the good —_ of the rc- 
penerate?is it becauſc we haue only done our 
duty ? and why then deſcrues a ſeruant his 
Wages, by doing his duty,and nothing elſe? is 
it becauſe we are vnprofitable ſeruants and 
who can bring any profit to God who is vn- 
capable of profit? Hence is only proucd that 
Allmighty God is no way beholden to vs, but 
we to him for altour good works:and there- 
fore we arc all tro humble our ſ{elyes before 
him; and to acknowledge that all our merits 
arc his gifts, and the reward beſtowed on 
them,grounded in his free prameſle, and ace 
Ceptation 0 them,for the merits of Chriſt. 
| L 5 The 
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 Thethird Proof, 


. Ve areno? ſaued hy workes, leaſt auy ane ſhauld 
boaft. if righteonſneſſe cane by the law, then Chriſt u 
dead in vaines | | 


The Third miſtake. 
The ward workcs miſunderfload, 


The anſwer to Rom. 3.y.28.8c. is heretq 


be applyed: for he ſpeaketh manifeſtly ofthe 
—_ of ſinners before rheir firſt juſtifica- 
tion, as appeares y.31.12.1 3.14. and of works 
done by force of the law only ; which he 
diſtinguiſheth from the good works of the 
Tepenerate, v.10. For we are his werkemanſhip, 
created in Chriſt Teſus vnto good workes , which God 
hath before ordayned that we ſhould watke in them, 


The fourth Proofe. 


For the wages of ſinne u death: but the gift of God 
3s eternal life through lefus Chriſt oyr Lord.if a full 
gift,then no merit, | 


The fourth miſtake. 
The word wages,and gift miſapplied . 
"The -truc- mearing of this text muſt be 


drawn from the grecke word here vled, 
=. where 
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Againſt merits of Good vvorkes, 171 
where that which the Engliſh hath wages , is 
in grecke o«py:@, opſonia, which properl 
1 | fignifies the baſe and ignoble ſtipend which 
9 was Wont to be giuen to common ſouldiers, 
as thcir ordinary pay:and therefore it is fitly. 
Vicd to —_ the wapes of {inne, which is 
death, That which in Fnglit here is called 
agift, is in greeke xagope, chariſma , which | 
fipnifyes adonatiue , or noble an pretious rc- 
ward;which was v{cd ancictly to be beſtowed 
vppon ſuch as had caried themſclues fa- 
moully-and valiently ( where by they de- 
ſerucd it) for ſome ſeruice of war,aboue their 
ordinary pay: aud therefore was fit to be ap- 
plycd to fonify that high reward which 
ſhal be - obtayned in heauen by ſuch ay 
ſhall haye perſcuered in good workes till 
edcath. | ; $h | 
Which could not bee fignifyed by the | 
other word ewe , by reaſon of the baſen. 
eſſe and lownetle of it : To that both theſe 
t | wordsdoe properly finify a recompenſe:the 
| | onea high and noble one,and yet proccedin 
from the worthy and liberall diſpoſition 2 
the Prince , and fo happily exceeding the 
preciſe worth of the ſeruice,as alſoc Allmighty. [| 
God doth in rewarding our works, qui remus | | 
nerat vitra condignum,who rewards beyond the | 
; condignity and worth of the merit,as our Dis | | 
, {| vines teach; andthe other an ordinary low | | 


; ſtipend | | 


b 
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172 | F&ripture miſtaken _—_ 
ſtipend due t9 common ſoyldicrs who haue 
noe particular wotth in them, Soe that the 
true meaning of this text, according to the 
proper ſgnificatiqn of the wards in the ori- 


ginal is thisthe baſe gecowpence and hirclings - 


wages of {19 is death, but the high,noble and 
rich reward of God is eternall lite , and thus 
the text makes nothing againſt the merit of 
good workes, but rather, makes playaly tor 
them. Further it wee take the word yag4cus 
for a pyre free gift wee may anſwer with 
S.,Auſtin,and the Couucil of Trent now cited 
that becauſe the ggod works & merits them- 
{clues are the free gifts of God, fo allo the 
glory of heayen which is deſcrugd by thom, 
15called truly a gift ; as if one ſhould giue any 
one a trce the fruit which it bearc alſo may 


be called his gift who gaue the trec. More ' 


ouer , ſcing (as we haue learned fram the 
Council of Trentabque cited)that the prima 
ry title, and right which all Gods lean 
haue to —_ life , is that of inheritacnc; 
which is a free gift of God, before all merit 
of hcaucn,cternal life may be properly called 
the giftof God, as being abſolutly decreed 
ta be beſtowed yppon them as his childeren, 
before they had any merits,to deſeruc it,lup- 


poling thatthey dy in ſtate of grace, 
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ec | ' The Catholicke Poſition. 

E ; 

b That the works of the regenerate 
? . are ſuchas can deſerue heauecn. 


1 haus fought 4 good fight , I have finiſhed my +-Tim;47 © 
courſe,1 hene kept the faith. Hence forth there is layd V7: 
vp forme 4 Crowne of "ehreruſneſſ ( inſtitie , of 
iuſtice, ſayth the Greeke and Latin ) which the 
Lord the righteow (iuſtus, the iuſt) tudge ſhallgiue me 
Sm3& nh, teddet, ſhall reſtore vnto me , at the 
laft day, (the greeke at that day) and not to me 
only , but vnto them alſo vyha loue is coming. By | 
4 croyyn of iuſtice , he meanes a true reward,or | 
prize, got by labour, as appcares, knovy ye not 1-Cor.y.' 
| that thoſe vuhich runne in a race, runne all, but one V-*4+*5* 
| receiueth the prife, ſorun, that yee niay obteyne and 
euery man that ſirtueth for the maſtery, u temperate 
in all things: novy they doe it to obtaine a corruptible : | 
crown,but vve an incorruptible:for our light afflition *-C01-4+ 
wvhich is but for a moment , yvorketh for v4 a farre ***7* 
more exceeding and eternall wveight of glory. 
If our affli&tions worke a croiwne of eter- 
nall glory then they area true cauſe of it which 
cantiot be but by merit. Gal.6.v.8. For vvhat | 
things 4 man ſhall ſoyy , thoſe alſo ſhall hee reape for | | 
hee that ſoyyeth 1 hu fleſh (latin in hisficſh) from | | 
his flefh alſs ſhall reape corruption : but hee that 
ſoweth in the ſpirit ſhall reape life euerlafting. So 
that 
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74 rmpture miſtaken. 
that life everlaſting is a proper fruit of a ſpis 
rituall and godly life, and fo ſuch a life, is the 
true cauſe of faluation. Reuel.3.v.q.Speaking 
of the cleA:ſaith : They ſhall vyalke vy.rith me in 
pyhyte garments, becauſe they are worthy.Therefore 


the true ſetuants of God, haue ſomething in. 
this world which makes themi worthy of 
. eternal] life : and that is theyr .innocent and 


vnſpotted liues, as the Euangeliſt declares in 
the next precedent words, but thou haſt ſome in 
Sardis who haue not defiled their garment. R:3.v-8; 
Bchold 1 haue giuen thee 4 dore opens which noman 
£an ſhut, becauſe thou haſt ſome ſmal vertue,and haſt 
kept my word, and haſt not denyed mty name. where 
the vertuouslife,and good works of that per. 
ſon, are affirmed to be the cauſe,why cternall 
happincfle was to be beſtowed vppon him; 
Hebr.6.9.for God is not vnrighteous,to forget 
your worke, and labour 7 , which yee 
haue ſhewed towards his name , ih that yee 
haue miniſtred to the Saints and doe miniſter, 
and y.12. That yce be not flothfull but foll- 
owers of them , who through faith , and pa- 
tience inherit the promiſſes. where it is ſaid, 


both that it belongs to the iuſtice of God to | 


remember our good workes, and that not 


only by faith, but by patience allſo ( and the 


fame isoſ all other yertues ) wee inherit the 
promilcs, as Abraham did , y.1 3.14. Reucl.3: 
v.10. Becakſe thou haſt kept the word of my. pa- 

OS | tlence; 


, 


} 


' Againſt merit of Good vyorkss. 7g 
tience,t will preſerae the from the hower of tempt a- 
tion which to come. through the whole world to 
tempt the inhabit antsvppon earth. where the de. 
ſert of good workev'is inoſt clearly deliuered; 


The Proteſtant argnment againſt 
merit of Good workes. 

The bleſſed ſaints were euer ready to 
acknowledge theyt onworthyneſſe 
with humility. 

Miſtake. 

This tutches not the merit of good workes; 


he are humble and cucr will be, and 
muſt be according to our do@rine both 
becauſe they are neuer fully certain, that they 
haue any one worke that is truly plealing to 
God,and if they were fully certain, they muſt 
attribute all the glory to him, fecing it is only 
his grace which workesall good in LomAnt 
all theyr merits, are his gifts, as $. Anguſtin 
fays,and rewarded through the free accepta« 
tion of them for the merits of Chriſt accord- 
ing to the Concill of Trent {e{F.25.c.rs.But if 
by this title be ynderſtood, that noe iuit mart 
hath any workes truly good, and pleaſing to 
God,through the working of Gods grace inf 
them ('as' the miſtaken proofes ſeeme to ins 
finuatc) it will be a falle humility, _—_ - 

nas 


o - n-+iDture miltaken | 

ſtands vppon a falſe ground , and ſoc no hus 

mility of Saints: 

This Proteſtant atgument is ptbutd 
by Scripttire miſtaken. 


The firſt proofe. 


Dan. 9.7. © Lord righteouſueſſe belongs vnto thee, and onto vi 
conſuſion of face; (aith Daniel. 


The fiſt miſtake. 
The Pe rſons here mientioned wvere not Saints: 


Theſe words were ſpoken by great ſinners. 
Therefore Daniel Acribes confufion of face 
to the Izraclices of his tyme, becatife from the 
higheſt to the loweſt they, and theyt Prede- 
cciſours had precuouſly fitted againſt the 
law of God:As appeares through the whole 
poarye of Danicl tn that chapter, and he puts 

is own finnes to the teſt , y. 20. as hauing 
tranſpreſſed with the reſt; But how proues 
this be neythet he not any other Saint had 
done any good workes? 


Theſecond proofe. 
Pſ:toz.33 And Darid. If thou Lord ſhouldeſt be extreame 


to marke vohat i done amifſe. O Lotd voho may 
abide its | 
'Fhe 


al 


us 


Againſt merit of Good worbes; ; _ 
The ſecond miſtake 


This text ptoues that all Saints haus 
ſome linnes, but nor that they 
haue no merits, 


How proues this that noe Saint can haute 
any good wotkes, or merits, for they doe 
many things a miſle, yet through the grace 
of Chriſt they may doe ſome things aright? 


The third proofe. 


Speake not thou in thy hart ſaing ſor my righte- Denr.g; 


otſneſſe, the Lord hath brought me in to poſſeſſe the "** 
Land , but for the wickedneſſe of this nation , the 
Lord doth drive them out from before thee , was 
the counſell of Moyles to the Iſraclites; 


The third miſtake. 


This tutches ſinners but not Saints, 


The'reaſon of this counſel was becauſe 
the Iſraclites had grecuouſly offended god 
in the wilderneſlc as appeares , v.7.8.9. &c. 
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where Moyſes reckons vp the haynous Ido. 
latric , and other great ſinncs which they 
committed. 


| After —=—y 
THE FIFT 

CONTROVERSIE 
Of Purgaroty. 


The Romane Doqrine declared in_ 
the Councilof Trent. 


: LOS I quis poſt acceptam iuſtificas 
Sa Cos tionis gratiam culibet peccato- 

CY \'s ri poemtenti ita cnipam remitt], 
2/0 5 


& reatum #tern@ porn deleri 
= SS ANCED J{Ixcrit, vt nullus remancat reae 
tus peene temporalis exolueudz vel in hoe 
{eculo, vel in CR in Purgatorio,antequant 
ad Regna c#lorim adirus patete poſſit ; 4na- 
thema fir. OY 5 
| Tf any one ſhall ſay, that after the grace of 
iuſtification is recciued, the falr , and guilt of 
etcrnall puniſhment is ſos remitted to eucry 
penitent perſon , that there remaines noe 
ouilt,or liablencile to ſorne temporall puniſh« 
ment to be paycd eyther ih this world, or in 
the world to come fn Purgatory, before th 
'B | enterance into the Kingdome of heaiieh Gan 
be opencd to them; ler him be accurſed; | 
M 2 Cofles 


180 Scipture miſtaken 


Conc.Trid. ſeſſ.2 F-Decreto de Purgatori 0 


Precipit ſana Synodus,vt ſanam de Pur- 
gatorio dodrinam,a ſanctis Patribus,8e facris 
Conciliis traditam , a Chriſti fdelibus credi, 
teneri, doceri, & vbique prezdicari diligenter 
ftudeant.Apud rudem yero plebem difficilios. 
res,ac {ubtiliores quetiones, quzque ad zdi- 
ficationem non faciunt,8 cx quibus plerums 
que nulla fit pietatis' accethio , a populatibus 
concionibus ' 7 rode Incerta item vel que 
ſpecic falſi laborant, cuulgari, ac traQtari non 
permittant . Ea vero quez ad curiolitatem | 
quandam,aut ſuperſtitionem ſpeQant, vel tur- 
FE lucrum ſapiunt, tanquam ſcandala, & fide- 
ium offendicula prohibeant. 

The koly Synode commands the Biſhops 
that they take diligent care, that the ſound 
dodrine of Purgatory,deliuercd by the holy 
Fathers,and the ſacred Councils be beleenued, 
held, taught, and preached , by the faithfull 
of Chriſt.But that amongſt the common fort 
of people, all difficult, and fubtile queſtions, 
which make not for edification,8 by which' 
commonly there is noe acceſle to picty , be 
fecluded from popular ſermons.” But thoſe 
things which tend to curioſity, or which taſt 
of baſe lucre, as being ſcandalls, and offeriſes 
of the faithfull, they arc to prohibite, 

In thele two r Arn wedce , 1,That _ 

ut 
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Againſt Purgatory, 
but iuſt perſones ſuffer in Purgatory, 2.That 
thoſe paines are only the remainder of ſuch 
temporall paines , dew after the remiſfion of 
{inne, and eternall puniſhment ; which they 
deſcrucd in this life, 3. That the Church of 
Rome , forbids all temporall gaines to be 
made,of the doctrine of Purgatory,where by 
it appeares how injurious the aſperſion of 
ſome of our re wie rv is tothe Church of 
Rome.in accuſing her,to haue inuented Pur- 


garory; not to paine ſoules, but mony. 4. All 


ifficult queſtions,are here excluded from or- 
dinary ſermons,"to{common people , and all 
curioſities forbidden, 


The Proteſtant Poſition. 


Thar the ſoules of the faithfull (in 
theyrdeparture) are happy,wee 
often read: but noe newes 
of Purgatory, 


Thisis proued byScripture miſtaken, 


Bleſſed are the dead who dye in the Lord : from 
hence forth ſaith the ſpirit , that they may rest from 
theyr labours,and theyr workes follow them, 
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The 6ſt miſtake. 


The text ſaith not they reſt preſently 

OO after thyyr death. 
They are riot fayd here to reſt preſently 
after theyr departure , but that they may ref: 
and yet they may be termed bleſſed , as our 
Sauiour calls the pore in ſpirit bleticd in this 
world', and in theyr miſery, : becauſe the 
Kingdome of heauen belongs ta then, as it 
does to thoſe in Purgatory. = M44 


The ſecond miſtake. 
The word labours miſapplyed. 

"They are not ſayd to reſt from all labour; 
butfrom their labonrs; that is ſuch labours,per= 
ſecutions , affictions, ſorroyres, remprationis, 
mortifications, troubles , anxiotyzs- as they 
ſuffered in this world ; from all which they 
reſt after death,By theyt labours alſo may be 
firly here viiderſtood- theyr good workes, 
and patience in ſuffering the milcries of this 
like with hope of wear Janryry that they 
are fayd to reſt ſrom their labours, þecauſe the 
recompente and crawn of their former la- 
bours are alloted to them as certainly to 
follow, as the next words declarc, opera enim 
gorum ſequuntur ({los;for their morkss, (that is,theit 


bouts) 


tt 


G V7 


1,00 &' 0 05 


”, »*» 


I 


| kbours)follow them:and yet in ſome ef them it 


may happen,that they, may not preſently rg« 
—_ nd _— ES 4 ORE 
the reſting of their labours , becauſe they are 
not to haue any reward for what they ſuffer 
after this life, | 
] 


The ſccond proofe out of 


Scripture miltaken. 


For wee know that if the cartly houſe of this t4- 1. Cot.y, 
bernacle were diſſolued, wee heue a buildiug of Goda Ve 
bouſe not made with hands eternal in heazen, 


This texc is miſtaken. 


Theſe words fay not that preſently after 
death they ſhall poe into that 
hcucaucoly hauſc, 


How follows it hencc,that fo ſoone asthey 
depart they muſt goe into this houſe pre« 
ared for them ? ſeeing that many may haue 
ke that are hindred to hue in them,eſpe= 
cially in thefe diſtracted tymes : and our Sa- ; 
yiour ſaith, Bleſſed are the pore in ſpirit : for theirs Mat.y.ys 
i the kingdome of heauen ; euen whilſt they are 
liuing in this world. And the Apoſtle : Naw Epheſs, 
therefore yee are no more ſtrangers and furainers,Þut 19, 
follow citizens pvith the ſaints, and of the houſhold of 
_ M 4 Gods 
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BJ Scripture miſtaken 

God, And yet more clearly S.Iohn, theſe things 
I writte onto you that yee may know, that yee haue 
life enerlaſting, yee who belpeue in the name of the ſone 
of God. That is in full hope and expeRation, 
not in aqual poſſeſſion , which yet ig fayd 
more clerely to belong to thoſe in Purgato- 
ry, who haue, an infallible certainty , of life 
eternall. | | 


Thethird proofe from Scripture 
miſtaken, 
But the foules of the righteous are in the hands of 


' God,and no tormient ſhall touch them. - 


Miſtake... 
Theword torment tmiſynderſtnod. 


 TheLatin hath it, non tanget illos tormentum 
mortis: the torment of deach , ſhall not touch them: 
which is moſt true of all the uſt departed; be- 
cauſe they ſhall liue eternally:but Proteſtants 
regard not the vnlgar Latin tranſlation. The 
grecke hath Bay@- , which , according to 
Scapula, particularly ſignifyes a torment, to 
which malefacours,or lu{peted to be fo,arec 
put to make them bt the [truth , or to 
try whether they be guilty or no, as are the 
racke,or ſuch like. Now no ſuch torment as 
this ; ſhall tuch the ſoules of the juſt departed, 
becaule God hath ſufficicntly tryed heak 


Againſt Pmrgatory. 185, 
and approucd of them in' this life, as apeares 
v-F- anil hauing beene 4 little chaſtiſed, they ſhall be 
greatly rewarded ,: for God proued them, and found 
them vvorthy of him ſelfe. | 


Which is a playne place for merits: but when 
it isagainſt Proteſtants it is only apocryphal. 


If any ſhall demand, whether the word Pur. 
eatory be expreſſed 'in Scripture, I anſwer 
that it is as much expreſſed, as the word tri- 
nity,0usmav, diuine Perſon , Which not withe 
ſtanding,are belecued by Proteſtants. 
© If it be replied, that at leaſt the ſubſtance 
or meaning of thoſe words, are expreſſed in 
Scripture ; I anſwer the ſame of Purgatory. 
which I demonſtrate inthis maner. Purgatos 
ty is nothing elſe according tothe Council 
of Trent now cited, but a place where temporall 
puniſhments are ſuffered by iuſt perſones after death 
vvich they deſerued in this liſe. Now if any iuftified 
foul be and often is liable after death to ſuſler 
fuch puniſhments , then certainly there muſt 
be ſome certaine. place where they muſt be 
ſuffered. Butfiuſtified ſoules may be and often 
are liable to ſuffer ſuch punithments after 
death, crgothere mult be ſuch aplace where 
in they are to ſuffer them. That iuſtified ſoules 
may be and ofrenare liable to ſuch puniſhe 
ments I proue thus. Iuſtified perſones yet liu- 
ing after the remiſſion of theyr {inucs , and 


- 81 M 5 ,CONs 


Rom.6. 
J-t3. 
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conſequently of eternall torment, are liable to 
ſome temporall puniſkment ,/ therefore ſouls 
departed of iuſtyperſones, may, and often are 
liable tothe like:I proue the antecedent, out 
of the , 2, Sam. 12. v. 13. 14. And Dauid ſaid 
vntg nathan | bane ſinned againſt the Lord, and 
Nathan ſaid ynto Dauid,the Lord alſo hath put away 
thy finnts thau ſhalt not dy : Hewbeit, becauſe by thi 
deed thou haſt ginen great occaſion to the enewveies of 
the Lard to blaſpheme , the child alfo which u borne 
wnts the , ſhall ſurely dy. whete for that very 
finne which was put away , and forgiucn, Das 
uid was puniſhed by the death of his child, 
—_—_ theu haſt ginen by this deede,8&c, the child 


The ſame is proyed by the example of 
Adam whoe after his ſinne was forgiugn him, 
was notwithſtanding liable to the puniſhment 
of death ({ which is the wages 0 —_— as 
are alſo all inſt perſones , for the ſamg 
reafon. 

The antecedent therefore being clere , I 
proue the conſequence , by this argument, 
Seeing God is noe refpecter of perfones, and 
that he rewardseuery one according to theyr 


*. workes, whoſouer deſernes the like puniſhmee 


that Dauid deſcrucd, ſhall furcly be puniſhed, 
as Dauid wa:slet vs therefore put this caſe, that 
at the ſame time with Dauid , there had heen 
an other Perſon, guilty of finncs ag greats, as 


were thoſe of David , who ſhould hayealſo 
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repented , with the fame degree of ſorrow, 
and conſequently obteyyed pardone of his 

finne as DNauid did,this finner,muſt have been 
liable to the ſame temporall puniſhment that ' 
Dauid was,now ſuppoſe that thisother finner® 
ſhould haue dicd , the very inſtant after his 
ſinne was forgiyen hjm ,* according to the 
do&rine af the Romane Church he ſhould 
hauc been puniſhed remporally in the other 
world, with a puniſhment correſpondent ta 
that of Dauid, and ſoe God ſhould not haue 
been a reſpeRter of perſones., but haue re= 
warded cuery one according to theyr wor- 
kes, but according to Proteſtants , he ſhould 
haue had no puniſhment at all after this lite, 
and conſcquenthy , he ſhould not haue been 
tewarded according to his workes,not ſuffers 
ing the condigne puniſhment, which he truly 
deſerued, and God ſhould haue proceeded 
ynequally, in inflicting his puniſhments, and 
bauc had reſpe to his i more then to 
that of Dauid. neyther is Purgatory any way 
injurious to the juſtice of God, becauſe though 
be forgiue the guilt of the finne, and the 
eternal] puniſhment , tor which man is not 
able to {atiſtisfie, yet he reteynes a parte of the 
iſhment, which being finite and tempo- 
rall , may cyther by wort of penance and 
patience be remitted in this weld , or payed 
mn 
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in {the world to come, or relcaſed by the 
prayers,and penances of other faithfull Chri- 
ſtians. And this 

Purgatory. 


$ may fatisfye for the point of 


the 
LI f- 


of 


Againſtthe Reall Preſence. 
THE SIXT 
CONTROVERSIE 


Of the Reall Preſence of the 
Body and blood of Chrift 
in the Euchariſt: 


The Dodtrine ofthe Church of Ro- 
me, deliuered in the Council 
of Trenr. 


Seſſ.13. Can. t. 


P22 Euchariftiz Sacramento conti= 
bby neri vere, realiter, & ſubſtantia- 
74+ litcr Corpus & Sanguinem, vna 
EZRRE cum anima & diuinitate Do« 
mini noftri I E s v Chritti, ac proinde totum 
Chriſtum, ſed dixerit tantummodo eſfle in eo 
vtin ſigno,vel figura,aut virtute;anathema fir, 
If any ouc ſhall denie that in the moſt holy 
Euchariſt is conteyned truly, really, and ſub- 
ſantially the body,and blood, togeather with 
the ſoul & diuinity of our Lord Iesvys Chriſt, 
and poquenty whol Chriſt ; bur ſhall ſay 
Y 


that he is in1t,only as in £ lipne, Or figure, Or 


yertu ;let hin be accurſed, 


Ibideni 
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@& I quis negauerit in SanQiſhimo 


—— > ————o————-_——a 
rr II _ 


Ihidems,Can-2. JT oC 

Si quis dixerit in Sacroſando Euchariſtiz 
Sacramieuito remaniere ſubſtantiam panis 8 
vini, yna cn corpore Domini Iesv Chriſti, 
&c.anathema fit. - | 

Ifany one ſhall ſay that in the holy, Hacra« 
ment of the Eucheriſt remaines the ſubſtance 
bf bread and wine, togeather with the body 
and blood of our Lord Itsvs Chriſt, &c. Iet 
him be 4ccurſed:; 

EY _ Jhidomn Can. - . ; : 
Si quisdixerit,peracta conſecrationic in ads 
mirabili Euchariſtiz Sacramento non eſſe 

us 8-fanguinem Domini noſtri I's s v 
Chtiſti, ſed tantum in vſu dum ſumitur, non 
autem arite vel poſt,8&c.ahathema fir; 

If any ohe ſhall fay , that the coiiſecration. 
being dont , in the admirable Sacrament of 
the Eucharilt is n6t the body and blood of 
our Lord Izsvs Chriſt , but only in the vic, 
whilſt it isrecciued , and neyther before nor. 
after,8&c.let him bedochried, 

. —. 

Si quis dixcrit , in ſanQo Euchariſtiz Sa« 
ctamento Chriſtum ynigenitum Dei Filium 
non efſe culthi latriz , ctiam cxterno adoran« 
dum;8c.anathema fit. "3h 

. If any one ſhall ſay, that Chriſt the only 
Sonc of God in the holy Sacrament of the 
Euchas 
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Euchariſt , is not to be worſhipped with the 
worſhip of latria, or diuine worſhip ; even external; 
&c. let him be accurſed. ; | 

Thisis part of the do&tririe 6f the Council 
of Trent in this point , the reſt may be ſcen 
in the Council,as drawn from this. 

To diſpoſe the Reader to a right con 
ceipt of this high myſtery, and to informe 
him,vppon what ground the Church of Roe 
me teaches this doctrine, I thought itnecſla= 
ry to cite thoſc texts of the new Teſtament, 
whichidcliner the inftitution of this Sacramet 
that the Reader may with one yew, ſee how 
largely,and clearly the holy Scripture,if it be 
lod according tothe proper fignifi= 
cation of the words, Aur & this docrine 
of the Reall preſence. And thatI may not be 
thought to 298 cited the words , otherwilc 
then Proteſtants admit of them, I will cite the 
texts as I finde them in the Proteſtant Em 
oliſh lible, 

Mat .26:v.26.29.28:29: | 

And as they were eating Icfus tooke bread 
and bleſſed ir, and brake it,and gaue it,to his 
diſciples and faid,take,cate,thisis my body, 

And he tooke the cup, and gauc han 


and gate it tothern, faying drinke yeall of it; 

For this is my blood of the newTeſtament, 
which is ſhed f 
lmncs, | 


— —_— 


or many for the remiſſion of 
S$.Marks 


-_ 
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_ 8-Marke £.14+-v122.2324.2F. 
. Andasthey did eate,Ieſus tooke bread,and 
bleſſed, and brake ir,and gaic to them, and - 
ſaid, take eate,thisis my body. 
| And he Fooke the cup and when he had 
gluen thankes, he gaue itto them, and they 
all drank of it, and he faid vnto them, this is 
my blood of the new Teſtament which is 
ſhed for many. | 
LK (422.,V.19.20, 

And he tooke bread and gaue thankes,and 
brake it, and gaue vnto them ſaying , this is 
my body which is giuen for you , this doe in 
rememberance of me. 

. Likewiſe the cup after ſupper ſaying, this 
cup isthe new Teſtament in my blood, which 
"is ſhed for you. | 
S.Panl 1.Cor.11.9.23-2425» 

- For I hauerecciucd of the Lord that which 
alſo I deliuer vnto you , that the Lord Ieſus 
the fame night in which he was betrayed. 
tooke bread. 

And when he had giuen thankes,he brake 
it and faid, take cate this in my body , which 
is broken -for_you,doe this in remembrance 
of me. 

After the fame maner alſo he tooke the 
cup when he had ſupped , faying, this cup is 
thenew Teſtament in my blood , doe this as 


oftcnas yee drinke in remembrance of _ x 
"0503-06 | To The 
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The Proteſtant diſcoutſe of the 
Euchariſt begins thus, | 

\- + ObieQtion-1. SY 

He inſtitution of this Sacrament is Ex= 

2 preſled inthe 3 firſt EuageliſtsS. Mathew, 
Mark , and Luke, and alſo by S. Paul, in all 
which they agree in theſe. 4 thinges , that Ix-. 
sys tooke, bleſſed, brake and gauc bread : for 


he that faith, IEsvs tooke bread,blefſed,brake 
and gaue it, faith plainely enough , that he 


brake,and gaue bread, and not the ſpecics of 


bread as they hold. 
7 . Anſwer, E 
. If this objeQtion intend to prouc ( as cengy” 
tainly it doth )thar ourSauiour tooke, bleiled, 
brake, aud gaue bread to his diſciples (5, that 
that which he gaue them, was bread remain= 
ing in the ſame ſubſtance of naturall bread 
which 1t had when he tooke it, Ideny that 
ourSauiour gaue bread to his diſciples,or that 
thethree Euangelifts and S. Paul cited agree 
in this: the proote that our-Sauiour gaue na-. 
turall bread to his diſciples, becauſe ( faith the. 
.objeion)he that ſaith Ieſus rooke,bread,brakg,and 
gaue it,ſaith plainly enough that he brake and gaue 
bread: is grounded.in-a falſe trantlation or ade 
dition to the text of holy Scripture in the. 
N Engliſh 
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Engliſh Proteſtant Bibles:for neither hath the 
erceke nor latin the word it;and though the 
Proteſtant Bible, of the ycare 1630.and 1632: 
haue theſe words, leſus rooke bread and bleſſed it, 
and brake it , and gaue it to his diſciples, all inthe | 
fame letter and print,as if the word it were | 
no lefſe in the originall = the &thers 
adioyned, yetthe latter Bibles and namely 
that of the ycare 1646. put tlie word it in a 
different letter, to ſignity that it is norin the 
originall, bur added ( as they pretend) for 
greater explication, as appeareth.in athoul- 
and other places : and in the Bibles of the 
ycares 1530. and 16 32. S.Marke and S.Luke 
hauc the words thus, leſus rooke bread,and bleſſed, 
and brake it , and gane vnto them : where the 
word 7t is not ioyncd to bleſſed and gare , but 
only to brake, and then the word it is pitt 114 
differeiit ſmaller letter then the other wotds. 
All which conuince that the word it is not 
in the oripinall ; and fo is not holy divine 
Scripture , but an addition of men and fo no 
folid argumenr can be drawn from the word 
it as from the word of God, not being the 
word of God, but ofmen;And hence alſo ap= 
cn how cunningly the Proteſtant ttanl- 
atours detaihethe ignotat readers by putting 
in words ſetuing, as they thinke, to their own 
' purpoſe in the very ſame print. and letter 
with the reſt which arc ioyncd to them , and 
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xc in the originall,as if they were inthe Ori- 
inall no. leſfs then the others; which-not= 
withſtanding in other editions , tranſlations, 
and. places of Scripture they ſignify , not to 
be in the originall nor Gods word, by print- 
ing them in a lefler Ictter, . after they were 
conuinced of fraud and Fillity in the former. 
And thus; in ſome cditions putting this and 
ſuch like words in the ſame letter with the 
reſt, = Fi others in a different , the vn- 
lcarned which are not able tro examine,what 
is,and what is notin the Originall, may be in 
doubt which of theſe tranſlations is the true 
word of God,and cannot be infallibly certain 
of either, of them ſceing-the tranſlatours of 
theyr Church, which are of equall authority, 
ſome of them put a word 1n their text in the 
fame tenour , as it it were no lefſe Scripture 
then the reit; and others in a different letter, 
to fignify,that that word is not Scripture, but 
added by them (as they ſuppoſe) for greater 
Clarity. | | 
If it ſhould be anſwered, that whether the 
word jt be in the ſacred text, or no, yet the 
argument will haue force, for though the text 
runne thus, leſus rooke bread, and bleſſed, and brake, 
and gaue to his diſciples,yet it may {ceme that he 
bleſſed, brake, and yaue no other thing then 
that very bread which he tooke , remayning 
11 its own ſubſtance and nature. For certainly 
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he mult haue bleſſed:, and broken, and giuen 
ſomthing to! his diſciples : and what can that 


| beimagined to be but what he tooke? that 
| therefore which he tooke, aan | beene true 


naturall hread, asthe text expreſſly fayth, Teſus 
tooke bread, hic mult be Racks to haue bleſſed, 
and broken,and given true naturall bread to his | 
diſciples. A | 

. T anſwer, that our Sauijour, though he be 


fuppoſed to haue bleſſed, broken, and giuen 


 fome thing to hisdiſciples , yet it follows not 


that he broke and gaue naturall bread: forhe 


& 


. might take bread or argu 1 its own na- 


ture , and after breake and giue his Body, 
wherinto the bread which he tooke , was 
changed : as in the marriage feaſt of Galile 
after the veſlells were filled with: water, and 
our Sauiout ſayd , draw now and beare tothe go 


 Kernour.of the feaFt : certainly they drew , and 


carycd, and the gouernour of the feaſt drunk 


fomthing ; yet it followes not , that as they 


filled the veſſells with water, ſo they drew, 
and carryed, and the gouernour of the feaſt 
drunk naturall water ; bur, as it is' fayd v.9. 
water made wine,or wine wherinto the natutall 
water wherwith the ſeruats filled the vyeſlelts, 
was changed. yea though the word'it had 
beene in the text , or were ſuppoſed to be 


Tightly ioyned to it, could any .one. thence 


prous more , that, as our Sauieur tooke na- 
| _ 
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turall bread , fo he brake and gaue vaturall 
bread remayning the very ſame which he 
tooke , then one can prouc from the water 
ct Galile that as the ſervants filled the yellells 
with naturall water,ſo they drew,and caryed, 
and the 'maiſter of the fcaft drunk naturall 
water remayning the yery {ſame which was 
flled,becauſe thc text fayes v.8.and they cared 
it, and v.9. the rwer of the feaſt knew not whence 
It 19.45, 

But the objetion in preyention or this 
aulwer vrgeth the former argumcart yet fur= 
ther in this manner. | 


Obiction 2. 


For the ations of brake and gaue,were bc= 
fore the words of conſecration This is my Body; 
and conſequently, not being changed,it mult 


be bread which he brake and gauc. 


Anfwer, 


This argument proceeds from miſunder- 
ſtanding ad miſtaking this rext of Scripturcs 
for though it faith, our Sauiour brake , and 
oaue to his diſciples, and ſayd, This us. my Body; | 
yet it ſaycs not ( as the objeRtion would haue 
it ſay) that our Sayiqur after he brake and 

aue to his diſciples, ſayd,This is my Body, thele 
rag very different ſenſes : for though the - 


Scripture firſt mentioneth brake and gaue,and 


N 3 then 


198 Scripture miſtaken 
then ſets downe that our Saviour ſayd This i 
My Body , yet it may well ſtand with the truth 
of the words, that at the farne tyme and in- 
Rant whilſt he brake and gauc, he ſayd, Thi # 
my Body, and ſo gaue not bread 'till it was 
changed into his Body, as if one ſhould giue 
a þcece of bread to'a'perſon in want , one 
might {ay truly , he tooke bread and brake it, and.} 
gaue it to him, and ſayd,take this almes;though he 
ſpake thele words, take this almes, at the very 
"non tyme when he pauc it. 'And that our 
Sautout” ſpake theſe wotds , This u my Both, 
whilft he was giuing what he gaue to His 
diſciples.and not after,is maniteſt:firſt, becauſe 
S . Luke affirmes it to be {o, he tooke bread, and 
brake,and gaue to them, ſaying, Thu i4 my Body: that 
1s, whilſt he gaue , he was pronouncing theſe 
words, and though in the inſtitution 'bt i the 
chalice, $.Markelayes, and he tooke the cup,and 
when he had ginen thankes, he gaue to them,&8tc.and 
= Thu i my Bloud of the new Teſtament, which | 


Luke 22» ſhallbe ſhed for many. Yet S. Luke ſaies: Likewiſe 


' the cup allſo after ſupper, ſaying, This cup is the new | 
T:ſt.ument'in my Bleud, which ſhall be ſhed for you. 
S.Paul alo in the'fame manner.alſo Be tboke the 
cup when, he had ſupped , faying , This cup is the new 
Teftament in my Bloyd. Secondly, becauſlc'allias | 
well Ptoteſtants,as'Catholikcs,apree thar our | 
Sauiour gaue his diſciphes a Sacrament ; and, 
as they ſay, a figne of his Body which was | 


made 
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mad a Sacrament by vertue of theſe words, 
This is my Bodyztherefore it were an impiety to 
fay that our Saviour gaue bread to his dilci 
les before theſe words were pronounced; "a 
then ke had giyen a meer peece of bread, and 
| neither Sacrament,nor his Body, nor ſigne af 
his Body. Thirdly,ifour Sauiour had pertcaly 
iuen that which he put into the diſciples 
nr beforc he had pronounced the wards 
of conſecration. the Scripture ſayinge,he tookg 
bread,brake,and 2ane to his diſciples, ard ſayd,This is 
my Body. then it would follow by the ſame 
argument that our Sauiour gaue bread , that 
isto ſay, put bread into the hands of his diſcte 
ples befoxe they tooke it into their hands, 
whi-h is impotfiblc:or, that he bad them take 
whatthcy had plrcady taken,which were ab= 
{urd, becauſe $. Matthew relates the in{titus 
tion ſo,thathe mentioneth firlt gaue,and then 
take clus rooke bread,and blyſſced,and brake, 
and gaue co his diſciples, and (ayd, rake, eate, 
this is my Body. If indecd the Scripture had 
affirmed that our Sauiour gauc to his diſciples, 
afcer he had fayd”, This is my Boy , the ar- 
2ument had becn of foxcc: byt {.cing it ſayes 
not ſo , but only mentioneth firſt, gaue , and 
after , the words of conſecration , as jt men- 
tioneth gave betore it mentions tuke,and thay 
common ſenſe tells ys they muſt be done at, 
the lame tyme, there is nothing againſt the 


N4 wel 
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reall preſcnce by this rather miſtake them ar« 
pumcnt, |: © TR EDS, | 


| ObieCtion th. 
S.Paul obſcrues , that after he brake and 
Sauc, he fayd,.This is my Body which is broken fot 
- - Anſwer, 


S. Paul's words,according to the Proteſtarit 
eranflation,are theſe, tooke bread, and'when hehatl 
ginen thankes,he brake it, and ſayd,Take,eate,Thu i - 
' #ny Body. where there is no exprefle mention 

of giuing tohis diſciples at all : and therefore - 
what the obieRion a afflrmes,that S.Paul } 
obſcrucs that 'after he hrake and gaue', he ſayd, . þ 
This is my Body,is very farre' from truth. Againe, F 
though S.Paul ſayd,This is my Body, yet he ſaycs - 
not that after he brake, he ſayd, This is my Body, 
asthe obiection affirmes.Neither ſayd S.Paul, 
when he* had broken , he ſayd, Take and eate ; as hc 
ſayes,when he had giucthankes, This is my Body: 
for that would hauc ſome ſhew of proofe 
that he pronounced the words after he had 
broken;bur only affirmes, he brake and fſayd; 
This is my Body: which words may as properly 
ſignify that he brake and ſpake theſe words 
morally at. the ſame'tyme. as that he firlt - 
beake;and then pronounced them. As when it 
is ſayd in $. Matthew, 1# thoſe dayes came lobn - 
Baptift preaching ini the deſert,and ſeying,Repent 8cC- 
” - "#2 | | whetez 
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where , though ſaying be put after preaching in 
the text, yet no man is ſo ſenſelefle as to 
thinke that he preached: before he ſayd 
lomthing;or, that he preached before he ſfayd 
whatthe Evangeliſt affirme him to hauec ſayd 
as the ſubiect of his preaching, Repent &c. So 
alſo in Ib different tymes Almighty God, 
Tob,and his friendsare affirmed inthe Engliſh 
Bibles, then Iob anſwered and ſay4 &c. Then 
th* Lord anſwered and ſayd &c.where,though 
anſwered be put before ſayd”, yet no child will 
imagine they anſwered before they ſpake, or 
ſpake before they ſayd whart the text affirmes 
them to haue ſayd. ED 

' Whence it is moſt euident , that words 
which are fect one after another, ſignify not 
alwayes, nor cucr certainly (meerely becauſe 
they are”ſet one before another) that the 
actions done and ſ1pnifyed by them', tollow 
one another juſt as theſe words do. And fo 
meerely thence can be drawn no forcible'ar- 
gument in this particular. And yet if we ſhould 


lob 1. & 
aliby 


orant for' other 'rcaſons and circumſtances, 


that our Sauiour brake the bread before he 
pronounced the words of conſecration, whilſt 
it was yct but bread ; what would this helpe 
our aduerlarycs,or hurt vs? forthen it would 
follow , that bread was broken whilſt it re- 
mained in its own ſubſtance; but giuen tothe 


diſciples after it was changed into the Body 
oe « N 5: of 


3O2 Scriptyre miſtaken 


of Chriſt, or worally ſpeaking whilſt our Sa 
uiour was giuing it ynto them. 


Obiectian. 


. Here wee ſee plainly{both by theyr own 
Tules , and our Sayiours - ations) that it was 
bread which he brake,and gauc, and not the 
ſpecics of bread which was broken and giucn, | 
that is to lay the bredth , coylour and taſt of | 
bread, but noe bread. | 

This word broken muſt geedghaue relation 
to that bread broken befoxe he fayd , This is | 
my Body , becauſe he dig not break jt apaing 
aftcr he ſaid, it was his Body. | 


Anſwer. 


If we ynderſtand by broken mentioned b 
S.Paul when he fayd; He brake, and fayd, 
Take, eate, this is my Body » that he brake the 
bread changed into his Body by conſecra- 
tion, or in a morall ynderftanding, whilſt he 
changed and conſecrated it by theſe words, 
This is my Body, it might happily containe no 
great abſurdity , to grant that this ſecond 
word # broken may haue relation to the for- 
mer he brake: for in both of them ( according 
to this opinion ) his Body was myſterionſly 
and facrimentally broken for vs. 

But if we ynderſtand by brake, as the Ob- 
iction ſuppoſes vppon a fallc ground ( as] 

; 7 aug 
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1 Saf hauc already demonſtrated ) the breaking of 


naturall bread before he ſayd This is my Body, 
then'it is wholy falſe, and iniurious to our Sa- - 
uiour and the worke of our Redemption to 
ynderſtand that theſe words whith is broken for 
you, haue relation to brake which was mette 


7 tioned before. For that were to ſay;that 4 meere 
I piece of bread, before it was made cither a Sacra- 


tnent,or his Body,or ſo much as a figne of his 
Body,waz hroken for vs; which neither Cathos 
like,nor Proteſtant,nor Chriſtian doth or can 
affirme without blaſphemy : for before theſe 
words, This is my Body were pronounced , all 
aprec that: the bread was heither made his 
Body,nor any Sacrametall ſigne of it.Neither 
can it poſſibly ſtand with the othet Euan=« 
pcliſts,that broken here thould be only a break+ 
ing of common and naturall bread before it 
was made a'Sacrament by thele words, This is 
”my Body: for it is certaine that S.Paul here vn- 
derſtands by broken' for you, the' ſaine which 
S.Luke fignityes by this is my Boly which is 
ginen for you ; elpecially ſeeing that by breaking 
& gining thinges belonying to cating, whether 
temporall or ſpirituall, the ſame thing ivſ1gni= 
on in many places of Scripture , according 
to the Hebrew phraſc. New to fay, that a 
picce of naturall bread vnconſecrated , was 
given for vs,isan intolerable blaſphemy. And 
yet this is clgarer in the other ſpecies of the 
| Ee x chalice; 


Mark.14. chalice: for S.Marke relates it thus, This js my e, 


blood of the new Teſtament, whichis ſhed for many, 


and. S.Matthew; VVhich ſhallbe ſhed for many for: 
the remiſiion of ſinnes.W hich no hart truly Chri- Þ; 


Kian can imagine to haue any relation to pure 
and common wine before.conlecration. 

To that which the Obic&ion adds , that 
therefore broken for you muſt haue relation to 


that bread broken before he ſayd, This is my | 
Body, becauſe he did yot breake it againe after | 
he had ſayd theſe words:I anſwer firſt, that it Þ 


can neucr be prooued from the words of | 


S.Paul , that the firſt breaking here men- Þ 
tioned by S:Paul,was not praOp (Penang | 


in a morall ſcnſc ) after theſe words were, 
pronounced;for though it be mentioned be» 
tore, yet it followes no more thence that it 
was not preſently after, then when S.Marke 
ſayes, {pcaking of the chalice, and they dranke 
all of it betore he mention the conſecration of 
the chalice,thatthe diſciples dranke not after 
the conſecration of the fayd chalice,and after 
it was made a Sacrament, as all do and muſt 
orant they.did. and ſo there will not be two 


aQtuall breakings, but one aQtuall ormyſtycall 


or Sacramentall togeather ſignitycd by theſe 
two words breake, and broken for you , which 
happened after conſecration; . | 


But if we {ay that the firſt breaking was | 


betoxe conſecration, and the ſecand broken 


for 
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for you, ſignifycd ſomthing done after conſc- 
cration,thar is,the giuing of Chriſts Body for 
the remiſſion of finnes , as the Euangeliſts 
ſeeme to ſignify, then it will not be neceflary 
that either the bread ſhould haue beene twice 
viſibly broken , or that broken for you ſhould 
hauc relation to the bread broken before he 
fayd, This is my Body, asthe obic&ion contends, 


Obiection. 


{ But to proceed from his actions to the 
{ words IEs vs added, Take, eate this is my Body. 
| The vnderſtanding of theſe words depends 
| principally ypportthe explication of the word 
this. we lay, by the word. this , Chriſt meant 
that which he held when he ſpake the wotd 
 this,becaule tranfubſtantiation'is not yet miado 
till the words following , This is my Body , be 
fully pronounced . They expound all the 


fower words This is my Body , thus : vnder the 
ſpecies is my Body:but enquire of them what 
is it which wasvnder the ſpecies when Chriſt 
ſpake only the word this ; and they confetle 
that itwas as yet bread : . which is the ſame 
that we mayntaine againſt them. Ir is bread 
then:and by conſequence, this there ſignifyes 


| bread thatT hold : and theſe words, This is my 


Body.are as much as,this bread is my Body. 
Anſwer, 


—— —— 
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ture miitakent- 


Auſwer. ſi 
( CN, | MN _—_ 7 
The maine diffiulty hcre vrged , is about 
the word this inthe words of conſecration, ſſc., 
This is my Body. .I demand firſt, when our Sa. 
uiour changed water, inty wine ,in the mas 
Tiage of Gahlee whether he could truly hauc 
fayd theſe words vppon the water,this. is wine 
and by vertue of theſe words changed the} 
water into wine. the water remayning:whenſ 
the word this was pronounced by him , andfl j; 
clangedinto wine wheh the whole propoli-ſi c 
tiort, thes is wine, was ſpoaken, as wee hold itÞ y 
happens,in the change of bread into the Bodyf , 
of our Sauiourjn the Euchariſt, . __.. 
I ſcatce thinke that any Proteſtant will b 
{ bold and temcrarious as to deny that God | 
can do.this;and yet all the difficultyes that arc 
mucnted and vrged againſt the word this in 
the words of conſecration, arc the very ſame 
here , asis manifeſt. So that the obieQion | 
about the word this proues not only ( if it 
proote any thing) that the Body of our Sa- 
uiour is not de facto put really in the place of } 
bread by vertu of theſe words This is my Body, 
but that it is wholy impoſſible for our Sauiour 
to worke any ſuch change by vertu of theſe 
words:for,if whilſt the word this is pronoun- 
ced,water (being only there actually) muſt 
hiccellarily be fignifyed by the word rhis ; as 
the 


about 


tion, 
I Sa. 

mas 
hauc 
wine, 


the! 


hen 
and 
O11. 


ody 
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ke obieion contcds,then it is impoſſible by 
efru of this propoſition this is wine,that Water 
ould be changed into witie : forthe ſignifi- 
cation of this propolirioti this is wine , would : 
tequirethe preſence and continuance of watef 
by reaſon of the wort! this which i8 ſuppoled 
to ſipnific water:and the chahge of waterinto 
wine would require the abſenec or non 
exiſtency of water, it being ſuppoſed to be 


thanged into wine , and ſo water would be and 


| not be at the ſame tyme, which is a formall 
-F contradiction,and acknowledged by all ro be 
diitf wholy impoſſible. So bold are Pfoteftdnsin 

| reſtrayning ahd limiting the Omniporency of 


God to detend their own groundlefſe phane 


| tafies, who op ole the Romane Church in this oo 
manner. And therctore the more moderate 


ahd conſiderate amongſt them grant this to 
be poſſible ; and foe vrge not this argument 
becaule it þfowes cithet roo much , or tioth= 


| ing. Secondly deinind , when our Sauiour 
| fayd,this is my command that yee loue one another, 
| what was icant by the word this ? cither y 14, 


lohn.15; 


ſomthing; or nothing was meant by it : if 
ſomthing, that wascither the comand which. 
he gaue aftet the pronuntiation of the word 


{ this; and ſo ſomthing which was hot when he 
| __—_ the word this , was vnderitood 


% 


y it: And then in or preſent queſtion why 
cannot by the word this ſomthing be vnder= 
Ml ſtood 
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ſtood which wasnot at that inſtant when he 


v 
pronounced the word this. Or by the word a 
thisin the former ſpeech of the command;was ff v 
ynderſtood ſomthing which: was not his} a 
eommand: but this is abfard -for then heſhould If ii 
haue ſayd that which is. not my command, is my | 
tommand.if it be layd,that nothing was vnder- || f 
ſtood by the word thisit will follow, that.the || t 
word ,this ſignifyed.nothing;and ſo his com- || 1 
mand was nothing, or nothing was his com- || 


mand,or the word of God ſignitycd nothing | 
all which is abfurd. _ 2 
\, Hence therefore it cuidently followes,that | 
the word this in the. text This is my command 
that yee loue pne another. &c. cannot hane any | 
other ſcnle fauc this. This which I am preſently to | 
ſay to you , to wit , that yee loue one another ,is my 
command.and this ſen{e,and manner of ſpeech: 
is{o ordinary , both in holy Scripture , and 
common ry car , that there can be no dif- 
ficulty in the vnderftanding of it: for it isnot 
neceſlary that the thing which is ſignifyed by 
the word this in ſuch manners of ſpcech be 
then exiſtent, or in being when the word this 
ispronunced;; for ir may be cither paſt, or to 
coine, thus it is ordinary to fay in the day 
tyme, I hope to ſleepe well this night , that is the: 
right to come:or,in the morning,l haue ſlept well 
this night, that is,the laſt night pait. and .this,nqt 
enly by rcaſon'of the thing it {elfe whereof 

i by we 
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we ſpeake, but alſo in regard of the meaning 
and intention of the perſon who ſpeakes:for 
words were not inſtituted to fignity thinges 
and obieds only , but alſo, ( and that more 
immediatly {the thoughts and affeQions of 
him who' ſpeakes : and hehce it comes to 
palle , when the ſame word ſignifyes many 
things,it is to be explicated and taken in that 
{enſe only which appearesto have beenc in- 


tchded by them who ſpcake.hence,thcrefore 


| it happens, that, ſceing things nor yetin being 
| When the word rhis is pronounced , may be 


| vnderſtood by it, we muſt gather that athing 


not yet exiſtent, is to be vnderſtood when 


| appeares by other cleare- circumſtances, that 
| the meaning and intention of the ſpeaker iS, 


to ſignify Jomthing which is not actually 
when the word this was pronounced , but 
after is to be: | | 
Thus in the forenamed example;where our 
Sauiour fayd, This is my command, that yee loue 
one another;it is cleare that his meaning was, by 
the word this to ſignify that which he was 
preſently after to ſay; and not. what was iuſt 
then when he ſayd the word this.tor then no 
command was giuen. And that this fignifica» 
tion of the-word this , is moſt common and 
familiar, cuen in ordinary diſcours,is manifeſt 
in a thouſand inſtances:thus when I beginne 
to draw a circle , and when T haue drawn; 
KÞ .Q- - -ohly 


2+ Scripture miſtaken = | 
only thus much of it C (preciſely when I ;fay 
the word this) I may truly fay this is a cirde: 
wherby my mcaning is not, this c beeing 4 little 
part of 4 cirde , is a citcle; (tor that is no circle) 


but,this figure which now 1 am 4 drawing, or ſhall | 


preſently draw,js a 6irde. Thus,if one beginning 


to power wine into, a glaffe ; when he hat 
powred ſome few dropps , or fmall quantity, 


* 
! 


into the glaſle, ſhould ſay, this is 4 glaſſe an | 


wine , it being only tull when the Jaſt wor 
wine ispronounced , certainly the word this 
cannot ftpnify that, linafl quantity of wine 


which was in the glaſſe preciſely when the } 


word this was pronounced ;,for that is not a Þ 


Es 


glaſle full , bar the wine which he is then a | 


powring into the plaſſc , tfl he hauc filled ig F 


with wing , muſt be fignifyed by the word 
this. In the fame maner , if one deſirous to 
ſhewto another, howquikly flax becomes hire, 
halding flax in one hand and a candle in the 
other,flax being in its own naturall ſubſtance 
inthat precizc inſtant, when the word thisis 
pronounced , ſhould ſay This is fire , and as he 
pronounccs the words, he kindlesthe flax,ſoc 

that when the whole ſentence, this is fire, is 
pronounced, the flax is kindled,and chanped 
into fire,noe man cay be ſoc ſimple to thinke, 
that his meaning is,this flax remaing as it now 
is vnkindled,is fire, but this which. Iam now 
a ſhewving,to Wit;flax kitdlcd is fire;noe ny 
WIC 


yi happens it inour preſcnt caſe, where out 
Y 
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Sauiour, by the word this, intends not to ſigni» 
fic,this bread remaining as it now is , when I 
PruUNOUNCE  edat this. is, my Body , but 
= conſecrated , and by - conſecration 
changed into my Budy, ( as flax by being 
kindlcd is chanyed into fire) is wy Body. This 
{uppolcd, as a ground of this truth, I anſwer 
to the whole _ ot the obiection, that, 
when our Sauiour ſayd,this is my Body,ahis is my 
Bloud, his meani ng was, This which I am to giue 
ynto you . and which yee are preſently to eate and 
drinke,is my Body and my Bloud: which,though it 
were not exiſtent actually then when he 
pronounced the word this., yct it was to be 
preſently after ; no otherwiſe then when he 
layd,thisis my comm.nd ; not of any command 
which was then giuen, but of one which he 
was preſently to giue when he, had pro« 
nounced the word ts. That this was the 
meaning of our Sauijour in the inſtitution of 
this Sacrament , is molt cleare to all. ſuch as 
ynderitandingly reade the text tor he con 
mandcd his diſciples to take and exte what he 
was inſtituting in this holy Sacrament, Take,, 
eate,this is my Boy, Theretore his meaning was, 
to lignily by the word this , that which his 
diſciples were to take and cate. now his dif 
ciples were not to take and cate any thing bug 
what was inftituced and made a Sacrameny 
O 2 befor 


Matth.26 


Y.28. 
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bcfore it was caten:neither was the Sacrament 


inſtituted but by the words of conſecration, 
This is my Body;whichT hauc allready proued. 


Thereſore the word this,according to our Sa- | 


uviouts meaning,mult ſignify ſomthing which 
was to be after the words of conſecration, 


This is my Body. So farre from truthris it that by | 


the word this, our Sauiour intended to fignity 
that which he held in his hands whilit he 


preciſely pronounced that word this, that he | 
fignifyed. that which he was to giue out of | 
his hands;and putinto the hands of his dilci - 
ples: and therefore he ſayes not ſee, behold, but, | 


take, eate,This is my Bot ; that is,not what ye 
now ſee whilſt I fay the word this ; but what 


Tcommand you totake and cate preſently, u' | 


my Body. And yet this truth isgmade clearer in 
the inſtitution of the chalice, 4nd he tooke the 
cup, and gaue thankes, and gane it to them, ſaying; 


[Arinke yee all of tbis ; for this is the Bloud of the new | 


Teſtament, which ſhall be ſhed for many for the re« | 


"miſcon of ſins. where our Saujout renders the 
'reaſan why he commanded them to-drinke 
of it, becauſe it was his Bloud, 8c. So that he 
ſayes not,looke yer all on it,for this is my Bloud, > 
'which might haue beene done Calne the 
words of conſecration were pronounced, or 
:the Sacrament inſtituted , whilſt he ſayd the 
word jt,or,this ; but drinke yee all of it : which 
was -not to be done till che conſecration and 


inſti- 


=y 


> pod 5 om, 


EE TIT Loo be 


2 wo wns Bey owe bo 6@©* won J& ma, 


_ Yr... 


; 
L 
A 
$ 
4 
{ 
- 
ir 
* 


 Againft the Real! Preſence. 213 
inſtitution was paſt,as I haue already-proued, 
and the objeion herafter apdmnk, 


Objection. | 


There is not one word which Chrift 
ſpake,which we do not ſtedtaſtly 'belecue to 
be true :for we hold ; that this breatis the 
Body of Itgvs Chriſt fince he fayd that the 


bread which he brake aud pauc,was his Body. 


Anſwer. 
I doubt not of the ſincerity of this profel= 


ſion for ſo much as concernes the petſon-that 


wrote this paper : there is more want of true 


information of the vnderſtanding, ther-good 
afteRion in the will, and zeale cerrainly ther; 
is of truth, but ſuch-an one as S.Paul defcri- 


bes,not according to knowledge. For I haue clearly Rome, 
now demouttrated, that the meaning of this v-2» 


ropolition, This is my Body , 1s not , this bread 
which I now hold in my hand whilfl I f.cy thewords 
This,s By Body;but , This which | am new to giue 
you , and ye are to eate after it be maile 4 Sacrae 
ment by the words of confecration,ts my Botly. 


- QbjeCtion, 


Ir is not our parts to oloſle the word of 
God, orad any thing of our own. ſince-then 


We haucthole two thingsin the Goſpell:.the 


Q3 GnG 
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one that Irsvs gauc bread ; the other, that, 
chat which he gaue,was his Body,we beletue 
both the one and the other : not as they who 
will belecue the latter, but the former they 
will not-ctedit : and though we' could not 


comprehende how this may agree , that it 


ſhould be bread which we eate”; and yet the | 


Body of Chriſt our' Lord , yet it were our 
dytyes to reſt without any ſcruple. © = 


Anſwer, 


The good diſpoſition expreſſed in thelg 
lines, will no doubt hae a great influence'to 
inducethe perſon that wrote theri,to a right 
vnderſtanding of thele:myſterious words of 
our Sayiour , after a:due and impartiall pon« 
deration of what I haue 'ſayd concerning 
them,where by it'may appearethat it was not 
bread remayning inthe: nature of bread, as it 
was before conſecration ; but bread-made the 


Body of Chriſt by conſecration ; which the 


Apoltles did catc and our Sauiour called his 
Body,and f1gnihicd bythe words this, 


ObjeQion, 

But the Goſpell , in the line following, in- 
KtruQcth vs and draweth vs out of all diffi- 
Enlty.for Chriſt hauing ſayd, that that which 
he gaue', was his Body , added preſently that 
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jt js 2 remembrance , or commemoration 


chro 


Anſwer. 


The opponent may pleaſe to remember, 
that juſt now we read in the former objcc= 
tion,that it is notcheir part to gloſle the word 
of God , gr to adde any thing to it of their 
own: & yet prelently vpps ititi the vety next 
obje&ioa , 'the word&dt God is glolled, and 
ſomthing added which is their own, and not 
God's word.Chriſt (faith the objection) hauimng 
ſaid that that which he gaue,was his Body, added pro 
ſently,that it is 4 remembrance or cqmemoration the= 
reof.xyhere, I pray you,in the whole Scripture 
finde you that our Sawour {ayd 'in expretle 
and plaine words, as you afkrme he faith,that 
which I ſayd was my Bodyis 4 commemoration or re- 
membrance of my Body ? Qr where ftands this 
written in God' word, This is 4 commemoration 
of my Body ? or whete ip the whole Bible tind 
you that our Sauiour {o mych as once pro- 
nounced thele words, The commemoration of 
my Body ? Certainly in the whal new Teſtas 
mentino tuch Exproſſe words as theſe, are to 
be found. 'Sceing therfore our Sauiour faycs 
in cxpreſſe and plaine words, This is my Body, 
and neuer ſayes in as cxpteſle termes, that is to 
fay, 4 commemoration or remembrance of my Bady, 
hor ſo much, as once names the ommemorition 
dts 60 I =Y of. 


them. | 
* If you anſw 
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of bis Body,is it not to gloſſe the word of God, 
and adde ſome thing of your own,to affirme 
that he ſays what he neyer ſayd nornamed in 
the whole new Toſtament? If therefore you 
ſtick ro your ryle iuſt now delivered , of be-F t 
leeuing the expreile word of God withoutall F v 
lofſe or addition, you muſt Redfaſtly - be- | 
; 50 withont all ſcruple , -that out. Sauiour | 
gaue. his truc Body to-his diſciples ; ſeeing 
4yhatyou ſay of the commemoration of his Þ 
Body, is no where our Sauiours exprelle | 
-words, but your own gloſle and addition to 


er, that though he ſays not in | 
"as expreſle' words, that what he gaue to his | 
*fifciples, was a commemoration of his Body, 
as” he lays, This is my Body , yet that may be 
gathered to be hjs meaning by- other words: 
give me leauc toteply firit,that ſuppoſing any 
ſuch matter could be gathered from his words 
(which I will preſently proueto be falſe) yet 
the conſequence or colle&tion drawn trom 
an 'othcrs words,isnot to be preferred before 
his dite& , cleare-and expreiſe words to the 
contrary , and if you will: follow the rule of 
* good intcrpreters', you muſt expound thc 
more obſcute words by the more clecre.and 
expreſſc,and not the cotraty as you doe here. 
'Secondly when you draw from other words 
et our Sauiour this conſequence that he m 
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that that-which he called his body -was as 
much as to ſay , commemoration or remembrance 
of bis Body,either you hane ſome expreſlc place 
of Scripture which warrants that conſequence 
to be good (and that place muſt be alleaged 
which will he. as hard to find-as the other 
propolition this is 4 commemoration of my Body, 
neither the one nor thg other being any where 
in Scripture)or you muſt beleeue ſome-thing 


with a Chriſtian faith (as you profcfle to.be- 


| leeuethis conſequence) which not withſtand= 
| ing isnot in Scripture : which is contrary, to 


your. own principle of beleeuing nothing which 


TT - #3 


| is not in the written word of God. aud if this con= 
| ſequence be not in the written word of God, 


then itis framed only by your own diſcours 
and iudgement. what. impiety-then would it 
be to preferre your own diſcours betore-the 
expreſſe words of. our Sauiour , and. to-Cx= 


.pound them,and draw them from theyr own 


naturall , proper and dire&4ſenſe , tc.an im- 


| proper and heuratiue by a colequence gath- 


cred by humane difſtours only ; neither ex=- 
preſſed nor warrantcd to be good cxpreſlely 
in any place of Scripture. : FB» 
Thirdly that I may giuc a full and compleat 
an{werto this objection ſo frequently in the 
mouth of eucry Proteſtat,Ldenie that our Sa» 
uiour cuer ſpeake or nicant our could poſſibly 
meane that that which his Apoſtles did cate, 
Z Qxz: and 


28 Scripture miſtaken, 
and he affirmed to be his body , was only 4 
commemoration of his Bedy:or that by theſe words 
my Body 1s mdertined 4 commemoration of my 
Bady. — 

That this may appcare,I only contend for 


the preſcng that in-rime of our Sauiours inſti= | 
tution of the Sacrament at the laſt ſuper that | 
which the Apoſtles did then recciue and cate, | 
was fat that time not affixmed to be a rememe | 
brance of his Body , nor did our Sauiour | 
ſpcake any words in the (aid inſtitution where | 
by he ſignified that he gaue then to his apoſtles | 


a remembrance or commemoration of his 
body, which if I proue, I conuince cuidcntly 
againſt the abiedtion, that our Sauiour ( not 
hauing cuer ſaid or meant it to be a comme#» 
mpration of his body;and ſo theſe words,doe 
thu in remembrance of me,being noe explication 
of the former word : This « my Bedy ) gaue his 
true and reall body ſubſtatially preſent vnder 
the forme of bread to his Apoltles in his laſt 
Gpper , and conſequently that it is ſtill giucy 
in the ſame manner to all trye Chriſtians in 
this Sacrament. Ns as 

I haue proucd , and the obicRion it ſclfe 
confeſſes that theſe words taken in'themiclucs 
and without relatiop to any thing going bc- 
fotc,arc to be vnderſtood of the reall body of 
Chriſt , and that our Sauiour {aid that the 
thing which he had in his hands , ar Wa 
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T will now prouc that this plane and clecre 
ſignification of theſe words:as they ſound, is 
not hindred or taken away by any ming 
following theſe words. The maine ground 
where vppon is built the obietion, tor the 


{ figuratiue explication of theſe words is this 
 thatour Sauiour laycs, Thus is my Body which is 
| gluen for you: thy doe in remembrance of me. and 
{ S.Paul, This u my Body which is broken for you, doe 


| Thisinremembrance of me.From thele rextes the 


bbieion gathers this conſequence that our 
Sauiour faith that that which he calles in the 
former part of the ſentcce in expreſle words, 
his Bodj,n this latter he calles ( by way of cx- 
plication , the remembrance or commemoration of 
his Body. So that by theſc words my Body : he 
meant the rememþran ce or Commemoration 
of my body : and indced if our Sauiour had 
expreſicly ſaid thus , This is wy Body, that is the 
cowmemoration or remembrance of my Body ; the 
difficulty had bcene at an end, but this was 
neither ſaid nor meant by him, but impoſed 
vppon him by atalſc >loſf and grofſc miſta- 
k# of Proteſtants; tor to ſay: doe this in remem- 
brance of me, and to ſay: this is a remembrance of 
my Body are as different as to fay when one 
friend Icnds a booke vntofan other: read this 1 

remembrance of me , and, this is a —_— 
my Body , which eucry child will ſee to be 
quite diffcrent: and if apy one ſhould fay het 
- "tr theſe 
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theſe two ſayings were the ſamein meaning 
and fipnification he would either be thought 
to hauc no wit , or to haue loſt what he had: 
for the one ſpeakes of an ation which paſles, 
&oe,or read this:the other of a thing permanent 
this thing,or this booke.the one ſpeakes of a works 


done in remembrance, the other affirmes 4 thing | 
zo be a remembrance. the one [peakes of a pets» | 
ſon,of me: the other of a Bedy which is but ons | 


part of the perſon who conſiſts both of ſoul 
and body vnited:ſothat the whol propoſition 
3s quite different the one from the other. 
_—_— though theſe propoſitions had 
not beene ſo different as they are,yect our Sa- 
yiour cannot poſhibly be thought to haue 
meant by theſe words my Body, 4 mere remem- 
brance of his Body, becaule this explication muſt 
be venified of the bread which was conle- 
crated by our Sayiour in his laſt ſupper, as it 
js cuident. For he ſpeakes of that eucn accords 
ing to Proteſtants. now that could not be a, 
remembrance of his body,for nothing is ſaid, 
according to Proteſtants to be a remembran- 
ce of a thing which is actually and viſibly 
reſent as the body of our Sauiour then was 
tothe Apoſtles being ſeene & heard by them: 
neither could it be a remembrance of his 
paſſion becauſe we remember things paſt,not 
to come as, the paſſion of our Sauiour then 
' wag,and ſoit ſhould hauc been a type of our 
1 | Sauiour, 
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Saniours death , as the ceremonies of the old 
faw were beforc he dyed, and not 4 remem- 
brance or. commemoration. Therefore it is 
euident that by the thing which he called his 
bady in his laſt ſupper, conld not be meant a 
remeinbrance of his body as Proteſtants 


| would haue it, and fo this explication is very. 
 falfe . Therefore when our Sauiour- come 


manded his Apoſtles in theſe words:dee this in 
remembrance of me. he could not meane any 
ation or thing then preſerit or done at that 
time , but an action which he cnioyned the 
Apoſtles and their ſuccefors to doe after- 
wards in the Chriitian Church, in remem- 
brance of his paſſion principally , which is 
cleerely delineredby S.Paul 1:Cor.11.v.26.27s 
This is the new teſtament in my bloud,this doe as often 
4; you drinke in remembrance of me. where the 
grecke word Tiy4n lignifics,ſhall drinke,quo- 
rieſcumque bibetis, doe this ſo often as you ſhall drin- 
ke.and fo it is tranſlated by Beza, in -his-Jatin 
tranſlation ; quotieſcumque biberitis , as oiten as. 
you ſhall drinke , and ſhould haue been by our 
EngliſhFraſlatours, had they cloſely followed 
the grecke text, as they pretend to doe; but 
here it madenat for theyr pourpoſe, and ſge 
they put it cyther fallly, or at leaft obſcurely, 
foe often as you dcinke ; which cuidently 
thews that our Sauiour meant by:doe this. not. 
any ation which was done ih time ofthe laſt 


upper 
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ſupper or inſtitution and receiuing of the Sas 
crament by the Apoſtles, but what they were 
todoe in the future: and that our Sautour in 
theſe words: doe this in remembrance of me, did 
not command the preſent a&tior of cating and 
drinking' when out Lord celebrated his laſt 
fupper, is euidcht,. becauſe had it been of the 


preſcat action, it would follow that he twice | 


commanded the ſame action to be done at 
the ſame time, for he commanded hisApoſtles 
to doe what was then to be done when he 
ſaid, take,eate-drinke 8c. therefore to free our 


Sauiour from a nedeleſſe tautologie, muſt be 


vndefitood the command of doing ſome | 


thing elſe, and at ſ5me other time, to be con« 
. Fa 4d” 6 "a G . "AO - T4 

teined iri theſe words,doe this jn remembrance of 

me:clpecially conſidering that the mention of 


remembrance could not be vaderſtood of 


any thing then viſibly preſent, or after to 
come,as ' ſaid before, Theſe words therefore 
being to be vnderſtood of the conſecrating 
and frequenting of this Sacrament tor the 
future only,cannot poſſibly be an explication 
of the former ml this is my Body, which 
ſpeake only of athing that isthen preſent, as 
is cuident, and confequently thoſe words(ac- 
cording to the obicfion) are plainely & ſimp- 
ly to be belceucd as they ſound, without any 
p'oſſing of the words of our Sauiour ( there 

cing no ground in this place gf Scripture for 

| any 
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a+ aty fuch figuratiue gloſſe,(asT have prouued) 


and cach Chriſtian muſt bclecue that thar 
thing which our Sauiour gawe his Apoſtles 
was bis very body as his afftrmed it ts be, 

It happily not withſtanding that this were 
granted, ſome Proteſtants ſhould gather from 
theſe words: doe this in remembrance of me, that 


this Sacrainent in times inſuing after our Sa- 


uiours death wasonly to be.a remembrance of 
his body,and ſonot hisbody,wharfocucr is to 
be faid of rhat Sacrament m the firſt inſtiru= 
tion. I anſwer that though ſome ancient here= 
tiques haue been of this opinion, yet I neucr 


| heard of any Proteſtant who held that the 


Chriſtians after our Sauiours time recciued 
not the ſame which the Apolttesdid from his 
hands; and fo this obicRion isto noe purpole 
for the Proteſtants. PY 

Yetthat I may cleare all difficulties which 
may probably occurre againſt what I haue 
ſaid in this matter: I anſwer that this is noe 
good conſequence: our Sauiour would haue 


| this Sacrament celchrated and frequented in 
* temembrance of him, therefore the hoaſt after. 
| the conſecration is only a remembrance of 
{ his body and not his true body: or thus,there= 
| fore that which Chriſt called his body in the 


| inſtitution, is now amongſt Chriſtians _ 


the remembrance of his body. for it theſe 
words: doe this iti rememibrance of me:were not = 
expli. 


explication of thoſe others : This is #y Body: it 
the firlt inſtitution;they will neuer be any cXx- 
plication of the; and ſo there will be noe 
reaſon to ſay thatthe meaning of theſc words: 
this is my Body, is this: this is 4 remembrance of my 
Body , by teaſon of theſe words : doe this in re- 
membratice of me : for theſe words only ſignific 
that the ation here commanded, doe this : is 
to be-in remembrance of me, not that the 
thing contoyncd in the Sacrament was to be 
a remembrance of him.now who can doubt 
bur the ſame'perſon may doe one aQion in 
remembrance of himſelte, that is, of ſome 
action which he had done before? how ordis 
nary 1s it for any one to write his own wotkes 
and what he himſclfe hat done or ſuffered? 
did not S.Faul doe this?and was not this done 
in remembrance of himſelfe,doing or ſuffer- 
ing ſuch things:and ſhall any thence make this 
conſequence:S. Paul writ this in remembran- 
cc of himſelfe , therefore he was a remem- 
brance ofhimſelfe,thereforec it was not S. Paul 
who writ it , for nothing can be a remem- 
brance of it ſelte:who ſees not how falſe and 
childiſh this diſcours is?may we not fay the 
fame of our Sauiour' when he appeared to 
S$:Thomas whom he put in remembrance of 
himſelfe ſuffering vppon the crofle, when he 
commanded him to put his hand into his | 
fide,and looke vppon his hands and feet yo 
oy an 
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and ſhall we then fay that our Sauiour was 
not himſelfe , or that is Body was not that 
which ſuſſered becauſc it did ſomething in 
remembrance of his body crucified ? what 
Chriſtian will dare todiſcours in thismanner? 
if then our Sauiours own body that ſuffered 
vppon the croſfe can doe ſomething to pur vs 
in remembrance of the ſame body crucifyed 
once for vs ; why ſhould we denic that the 
fame body facrificed vppon the altar, or cons 
ſecrated yppon the table of God ſhould be 
able to put vs in remembrance of the paſſion 
of our Sauiour , and of the yery ſamc body 
crucified , that is thoſe actions there done of 
conſecrating the hoaſt ſeparate from the cha 
lice;of ſacrificing, of giving to others,cating, 
drinking &c.ſhould tignifie thatour Sauiour 
there inuiſibly preſent, ſuffercd for vs many 
yeares agoe and ſacrificed himſclteto nouriſh 
ys to cternall life: and ſo our Sauiour not 
hauing ſaid, this is a remembrance of my Body, but, 
doe this in remembrance of me, by vertue of thele 
words preciſely made the ations done to him 
in this Sacramet, and not himſclte or his body 
a remembrice of himſclfe as betore crucifieds 

Objection. 
So that that which he gaue into his diſci- 


| ples hands being a remembrance or come 
| memoration of Chriſt, is not Chriſt him 


lclfe , for nothing can be a remembaance 
"I £ or 


226 Scripture miſtakes 
or commethoratian of it ſclfe:for who would 
hot thinke him to ſpeake ſimply that ſhould 
fay:I giue-you this ring in remembrace of this 
Fing,orI giue you this book for a comema- 
ration of this book, certainly the remembraceF 
of thingsare otherwiſc then the thing it ſclte; 
Anlwetr, F 
Though theſe words of our Sauiour : dot ; 
thisin remembrance of me, by force of thetnfcl-|þ 
wes fignific only that the aRioti Which 
the Apoſtles were commatided to doe , was 
to be in remembrance of him, that is, off 
him crucified.yer ſpeaking independently of 
theſe words, it is noc abſurdity bur a truth to 
grant that a thitig 'or petfon may be a rc- 
membrance of themſclucs confideted in dif. F 
ferent circumſtances, fot though nothing in 
the ſametimc,place ahd circumſtances can be 
a remembrance or comemoration of it ſelfe; 
for that were toſignific idem per idem,the lame 
by the ſame,which is abſurd:and in this fence | 
the obieCion ſaycs well; yet it would nor be | 
abſurd to fay I giuc you this ting how to be 
2 remembrance or commemoration here aftet 
that this ſame ring was giuing you by me 
for who can doubt but that very ſame ring 
when he Tookes or thinkes vppon it who 
receaucd it,isapt to ptit him in remetnbrance 
that it was giuen to him by fuch a friend fo 
any Gayev or yeares before and fo at ors 
tne 


[= —_— and 


. --” 


Againtt the Real Preſence. 229 


time it is a remembrance of it (clfe as Conſt 
dered in a nother different precedent times 
Thus when friends and ancicnt acquintance 
mo-Þ after a long ſeparation mcer firſt togeather, 
race} they preſently pat the one the other, jn rc» 


lte:® membrance. of themſelues, and {o are accoul- 
tomed to. lay , I remember;you very well 
Thus if a King ,or. General} thould act his 

own patft vppon a ſtage. he, would put his 
ich Þ ſubicds or (icrs there preſent 1n remems 
wasÞ brance of - himſelfe tighting or becoming 
_ offi yictoriousin ſome odearLac 0G oup 
7 of | Sauiour appearing tg $.Thomas made him 
1to | preſently iLext and xemembet:that he was 
re- | the ſame perſon wha not many dayes before 
dif. | was crucitied for him,and to ſay: Dominus meu 
> in | & Dew meus:my Lord and; my God, Hence 
| be Þ appeares manifeſtly that the very ſame body 
If, | which was gwuen and chat very blood which 
me | was ſhed tor vs remaning in .its,0wn proper 
nce Þ ſubſtance and nature in tnis Sacrament which 
r be | it then had (but after an inuifible and diuing 
be | manner) þy reaſon of the viſible ations of 
fret | conſecrating , lacrificing , cleuating ,, and re= 
me | cctuiny of him, puts vs 1n remembxance of 
ing | that ſame body , blood and perſon which {o 
ho | many yearcs, agoe Was giuyen , ſhed and cru» 
xce | cified out of pure. mercy for ys.. It any one 
fo | here ſhouid replye that though in the fore 
Ine | aamed inſtances he proucd that one thing of 
me P2 peiſoa 
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perfon may put vs in remembrance of them. 
felues in different times and circumſtances, 
yet the ſame thing cannot properly be ſaid to 
an remembrance , commiemoration or meet c 
moriall of ir {elfe euen in thofe different ti«|} * 
mesaccording tothe ordinary coursof peach) © 
amongſt men.I anſwer that when a thing re- 
maines in its whole viſible ſubſtance as it wasÞ 
before , thefe may be ſome difficulties 
whether it be to be called a memoriall or re- 
membrance of it ſelfe or noe,though it he «a» i 
pable of putting one in remembrance of it 
ſelfe,as exiſtent in ſome other time, becauſe & 
Hath other funRions and perfe&tions properly 
belonging to it which being of cheefer and 1 
more primary vſe and aw” Joiner give the 
name to the thing , and fo it is not rightly 
rermed a memory orremembrance of it ſelte, } , 
but when it actually reduces any one to the || © 
. temembrance of it.But when a thing is {o | ( 
changed in reſpe& of its proper fun&ions 1 
amongſt men(though it remaines the ſame in 
ſubſtance and all other proprietics that it was) 


that one of the maine ends for which it is put t 
in that manner, is to be a remembrance of a 
what it did or ſuffered in former times, then | © 
it may properly be called a memoriall, com- | * 
memoration , remembrance or memory of it | * 
felfe. Thus though our Sauiour appearing to : 


his diſciples atte his reſurreRion in a vi mn 
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and liuing forme putthem in remembrance 
of his ws , or that he was the ſame whg 
ſuffered , and yet becauſe his-.other ations 
of teaching , inlightning , comforting , eon- 
firming in faith , &c. were his primarie 
ations he had his appellations according to 
to them, and not from the remembrance 
which he cauſed in them, becauſe that was ſe- 


' cundary and of lefle conſequence, But by 
| reaſon that in this holy Sacrament he hath _ 
| noe vic of any of thoſc functions or the like, = 
but is put in an inuifible and hidden manner 


as the food of our loules,and the end why he 
is ſo put is cheefly to continue a ———— 
membrance of his bitter death and paſſion, 
he is moſt deſeruedly termed a mcmoriall of 
himſelfe ſuffering vppon the croſſe. Thus for 
thelike reaſon a ſword wherewith ſome ya= 
liant champion hath atcheeued ſome notable 


 feate of armes, fo long as he weares it him- 


{clfe, or any other vſes it, it cannot properly 
be faid tobe a remembrance of it ſelte,as the 
inſtrument of thoſe famous exploits: but it it 
be hung vp as a monument for thaſe exploits 
in ſome publike place or temple, it becomes 2 
memoriall of it m7 as working thoſe noble 
ations,and in this ſenſe the (word of Golias 
vicd by Dauid in the beheading of that 
tower of fleſch, and kept in the remple as 
2 monument, was a true memoriall of it 
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ſelfe as the inſtrument of I that s 


victorie- 
| Obiection. 


All that hath beene faid o* theſe words, | 
Thu my Body, may and oughtto beapplicd to 
fo theſe, This is my blond, and there is nothing | 
more conuenient then te receauc the ſame} 
manner of "ſpeech i in the diſtribution of the 4 
wy Kinde which is in the diftriburion of the 
other, | 


; 
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Guile: 


All that is contcined in this paragraphe of | 
the obictions may calily be granted ( fup-Þ 
poling there be a Tight explication giuen of | 

theſe words This u my Body ) as conteining | 
riothing againſt wt. * 


Obie&tion. 


But asthey repeate only theſe words : Thi 
my Bodv:without relation either to that which 
pocs befotc, or to thar which followes after, 
that the tooke bread or dee this in remembrance 
o Me. {fo they will forget &c. 


Anſwer. 


How farre this is from truth clecrely ap- 
peares by what our approucd authours write 
m this —_ who moſt nanny. exanime all 
peeve. 
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tha precedents and conſequences belonging to 
'f theſe words , which alſo I haue hetherto in- 
deayored todoein this treatis, 


rds, ; ObieQian, 

J to ! So they will forget that this cup which 
Z our Sauiour ſaid was his blood, was aftex con 
{ {ecration called by him the new Teſtameny, 
! forthat it wasg holy ſigne ofthe new Teſta= 

"y ment, 

| Anſwer, 


' The obiccter would make vs to be of a 
of | yery ſhort memory, ſhould we forget theſe 
p- | words which viſually we pronounce cucry 
of | day in ſaying Maſſe: we theretore remems 
ng | bervery well that our Saviour fayd according 
' to S.Lnke and $.Paul: This cup is the new Teſt = 
ment in my blood, but we remember not that 
eicher S.Luke of S. Paul or any other writer 

My | of holy Scripture ever allcadged this reaſon 
-h __—_ mentioned in the obicction, that this 
r; cred cup was called by our Sauiour the new 
” Teſtament in his blood, for that it was 4 holy 
ſigne of the new T.ſtment, and I would gladly 
haue any Proteſtant helpe the weakeneſle : 


our memary hy producing any clere text of 


Scripture where this reaſon 1s giuen, and 1 

there be noe ſuch to be found(as vgdoubredly 

there is not) then they muſt giue vs leaue ta 
Þ 4 eſtceme 


232 " $ of T Liber Bn 
eſtceme this explication ( according to theix 
pr principles) we-50g and noe-way be- 
onging to Chriſtian faith , but a mere gloſſe 
framed from their naturall diſcours or rather 
a mags miſtake grown from their ignorance iÞ « 
pf the true meaning! of the word, new Te#a-8 f 
ment here, according to the Scriptures accep« i | 
| 

( 

(| 


tion of that word, which that jt may appeare. | 
We muſt not by new Teſtament here vn» 
deritand(as many ignorant readers of Scrips 
turcs may and "A ons miſconceaue) the | 
bookes of the Goſpel commonly called the 
new Teſtament , for nane of hole were then 
Written , neitheriis there any one of vndere 
ſtanding who will thinke that the cup which 
pur Sauiour had in his hand was a ſigne of 
the bookes of the new Teſtament, much lefle 
that by newTecſtament in our Sauiours blood 
ſhou!d be vnderitood a fſipne of the faid 
ookes. | | | | 
Secondly we muſt conccaue that the very 
{ame thing may be a ſigne in reſpe& of one 
thing,andaneſfcntiall and ſubſtanriall part in 
regard of another:thus words and ſentences 
are ſignes of the inward thoughts and affec- 
tions of the ſpeaker, but part of his outward 
diſcours, and in this manner the words , new 
Tetament were a ſigne of our Sauiours intcr- 
nall will and intention, but withall were 4 
Hecclliary part of the compleat Teſtament 
ET the 
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heir the new law then !inated by our Saviour, 
be- and fo beare the name of the whol Teſtas 
ofſel ment,as we ſhall preſently ſee. 
her I anſwer therefore to the obieRion , and 
nee I} deny that by new Teſtament , is vnderſtood 2 
4-4 figne of the new Teſtament, but truly & reall 
__ (Hough partially) the new Teſtament it ſelte 
re. | folemniſed by our Sauiour in his laſt ſupper 
7n» | not long before his death ; and that in his 
ip= |} own mot precious blood there properly re= 
he | ccaued and divided amongſt his Apoitles : 
the © whereby he certificdand obliged himſelfe 
en | bethe authour, head, proteour & defendour 
:r- | of his law and all thoſe who ſhould truly pro- 
ch Þþ feſſe it by giuing what. he held in his hands 
of Þ tothe Apoſtles, and they teſtified and obliged 
Te þ themſclues and all Chriſtians repreſcntatiuely 
)d | to teach,profetle and continue in that law by 
id Þ receauing and diuiding of it amongſt them. 

Now to make cleare what I haue {cps 


y | muſtalſo know in generall what a Teftament 
1e | is.In latinitis called reſkamentum: of wole cry 
n | mologie Tuſtinianus Inftit, de teftamentis or- 
25 | dinandis,fayes, Teftamentum ex eo appellatur,quod 
= | teftatio mentis fit.it is called a teftament, becauſe 
d Þ it is the teſtificafion of our mynde,or will: fo 
p | thata true teſtament includes two thinges, a 
WM reall minde and intention to doe what we 
a | teſtify: and an outward teſtification of what 
f | we intend,or oblige,our {clues to doe. fo that 


%F 


PF neyther 


8.1.1. 


hy 14/143.) Tie 


neyther this qutward teſtimony without the 
inward wil, nor the inward will without the 
outward teftifying of it , cn be compleatly 
termed a teſtament.notthe inward will alone, 
becauſe thar cannot be ynderſtood amongſt 
men ynleſlc ic be externally teſtifyed: not the 3 
putward teſtimony alone , becaulc it m uſt 7 
haue ſomething real] which it teſtifyes ; but |} | 
the outward reſtification ag correſponding to if | 
the inward will, and exhibiting it to qthers,is | 
a tcſtament.now all kindes of cxtcernall figniſt- 7 
cations of our wills ot intentions,are not ſuffi Þ 
cient , but ſuch as ſignify by way of a com Þ 
pleate 1a amr. the will of him who Þ 
makes this teſtament , is ſuch as it is ſignifyed Þ 
there tobe : and henccit is that ſo many wit- | 
neſles, ſubſcriptions, ſeales,and other ſolemni- | 
eyes are not mere ſignes, buts parts of the teſta- 
ment , as the pronuntiation of the worgesin | 
a ſexmon , though it bea ſjgne of the minde | 
of a preacher,yet itis elicghally required as 4 
part of the ſermon. $05. 

Now this outward part of the teſtament, 


or laſt compliment or confirmation of it, was 
accuſtomed to be exhibited ih bloyd; as wit- 
neſſes Liyie {peaking ofa ſplemne league or 


teſtament made betwixt the Romans and the 


= a... eas ai <rbor-cm 


Exod.r4. Albans. and nolefſe Moyles in Exodus, ſpeak- 


v.$, 
Hebr,g. 
Y-10, ; 


ing of the teſtament or pat made betwixt 
AllmightyGodand the Liratlites, yntg which 
pur 
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our Sauiour may wdhaue alluded in the in» 
Riturion of the chalice. viing — 
the firſt rwo Euangcliſts, the very ſame phra» 


{:,or maner of ſpcech,Thisis the biond of the teſta= 


3 ment which our Lord hath made with you, Sc. 

7 This is my blond of the new Teftawent, 8c. the 
7 word teſtament is in Hebrew TV22 Berith, 
7 and in Greeke A:aH1xy, diatheke; and though 
7 the Hebrew word fignify a pact, league, or 
7 ſolenine promiſe mutually obhgatgory berwixt 
two partics, and the Grecke word a teſta- 
7 ment,or laſt will of a perſon before his death, 
! and confirmed by it . as S.Paul fayes Hebr.9. 


ct becaule that laſt will is the moſt ſolemne 


! and ſtrong of all other pats, or leagues, the 
| Grecke wotd diatheke often ſignityes a pat 
or promile mutuall, in Scripture. And the 
| Septuaginta tranſlate the Hebrew Berith by 
| the Grecke diatheke, as S. Hierome notes Za- 


char.9.11, and Pſal.82.1. Mach.1. and often 
the Engliſh Proteſtant trantlations for berith 
put teſt.ment;thus they call the arke of Moy» 
{cs the arke of the teſtament, Berith in He- 
brew. 

Sccing therefore in the 24. of Exodus,the 
bloud is there ſprinkled firſt vpponthe aultar, 
which ſupplyed the place of God, and then 
amongſt of the pcople wherby, as Inter ret= 
ours,and ancient authours ob Auorry 4 Ni- 
fyed thar the bloud of that party who firſt 
1 broke 


Ea20d.2 4. 
V.3, 


Hebr.s, 
7.20. 


836 Scipture miſtaken = 
broke this pa; or teſtament,ſhould be ſhed, 
and diſperſcd as that was, and that our Sa 
uioar in S. Matthew and S.Marke commaded 
his bloud to bedeuided amongſt his diſciples, 
drinke yee all q thi,ir is {o farre = any ſ1gnes, 
or figurcs of our Sauiours bloud,as the oppo.} 


nent here imagines , that hence is drawn a3 


moſt forcible ' argument, that as in Exodus! 


thzre was ſhed and diſperſed true reall bloud, | 
and nor a fapne or figure of it , which was| 


called the bloud of the teſtament, ſo hcre allo i 


muit needs be vnderſtqod the true bloud of 


our Sauiour,as it is called by him; both Moy- | 


ſes and our Sauiour vſing the fame mancr of 


{p-ach, asI hauc ſhzwed, and ſuch a folemne F 
fe gue orteſtament as this was, requiring no Þ | 
c 


lette, but rather much more, to be confirmed 


by true bloud,then that in Exodus,orin other | | 


ancient times, +» 
And hence may clerly cnough be gathered, 
fir't, hat oyr Sauiour himſelte held, the cup 


of his bloud,to confirme this league, or pact 


berwixt him and mankinde,of his part,as the 
Apoltles tooke it and drunke ic to confirme 
it ot th-yrs; and ſo1tis called,as it is,his bloud 
of the new teſtamens, that is,whereby the te» 
ſtament of the law of Gracg was {tregthned, 
confirined , and; accompliſhed on both parrs, 
$acondly, that asin a ns. an authenticall 
amnſtrument drawn of any dying mans wil, 

| Wits 
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witneſſed, ſubſcribed, fealed,&c.is rightly and 
ptoperly called his laſt will,and teſtament; ſo 
in our preſent occafion, the coucnant, or will 
of our Sauiour, teſtifyed or confirmed by his. 
bloud,is rightly called the new Teſtament of 
Chriſt, and that facted bloud of his as teſti- 
fying and confirming this will, and decree, is 
moſt properly termed by our Sautour , 11 
$.Luke,and S.Paul,the new Teſtament in his 
his bloud , that being the authenticall inftrue 
ment wherby this will of his was confirmed, 
and teſtifyed. And hence cuidently appeares 
how vaine 6c falſe the explication |. giuen 
by the opponct is, for if here by new Teſtamet 
be only to be ynderſtood a figne of the new 
Teſtament , then Fxod. 24. by Teſtament 
ſhould be only wnderſtoud, a f1gne of the Te. 


* ftament then made betwixt God and the 
| Ifrealites, (the very ſame phraſe being vied 
' in both places)which were ridiculous. 


ObjedQion, 


He called the cup is bloud , in the fame 
mancr as he called the bread his body. 


Anſwer, 
Still more ploſſes, additions,and miſtakes: 


| Where did our Sau'our call the cup is bloud? 
| where read you theſe woades , this cup is my 


bloud?he laith indecde, haiung taken the cup; 
1h 
© 149 


238 _ Scripture miſtaken 

this is my bloud of the new Teſtament , but neuer,ii& 
this cup is my bloud:he ſayd,this cup,the. new Teſta. 
ment in my bloud;our he ncuer {1yd,this cup is mM 
bloud, no more then he cucr layd , This breallit 
@ my Body. Such propoſitions as theſe therefo. 

re , are not to be put vppon. our Sauiour, x 
vnleſle you can eyther ſhew them in Scriptu« 


Fly 


xc,0r prouc them cuidently our of it. 
Obicfion. =_ 
And if the cup muſt be the Teſtament or | 


figne of his bloud , wy ſhould not the bread 
be the Teſtamcat or figne of his body. 
Anſwet: | 
* The cup was iuſt hoy called the new Te« | 
ſtament, (according to the opponent) for that | 
ic ts a holy ſigne of the new Teſtament: now Þ 
it. is called the new Teſtament;or ſipne 5t his Þ 
bloud; ſo that new Teſtament now Sa yes 4 
fynre of the ne Teſtament ,and then a ſigne of our |" 
Sawtotirs bloud,&& whit it pleaſes the opponent, | 
eornding .to different apprehenſions and Þ 
phantafics framed of it, without Scripture or, | 
ground;ſo inconſtant are Proteſtants in theyr | 
aſſercions ! ncither i therefore jnew Teſtament 
here, a ſigne of tha new Teſtament , nor a 
{;gne of oyr Sauiours bloud.as I have proucd, 
but his bloud isthe bloud of che new Teſta= 
mcat,and the cup the new Teſtament in his 
| | bloud, 
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ener Wlowud ; a3 He declares exptefſcly in the Gofe 
Teſta Wpell ; and if that which he called here his 
1 Fbloud, muſt needs be ( as I have ſhewed) his 
breaterue reall bloud , why ſhould not that which 
cto- Wh called his body , be his true rcall body? 
our, Fwhether his body here may be termed the 
Ptu« F new Teſtament &c, ſeeing we haue nothin 
Zin Scripture or fathers, concerning it , I wif 
T not determine, it is a curious and needleſſe 
\Mqueſtion;and we ee that the leagues berwixt 
t of ff perſons were confirmed by bloud ; yet ſeeing 
cad Þ® it was the cuſtome both in antiquity , and in 
7 Exodusc.14.now citcd , to kill and ſacrifice 
E the bodyes of thoſe creatures whoſe bloud 
they ſprinkled,and that,as it feetnes in confire 
Fe | maticn of the couenant betwixt them , and 
hat [7 that Nere our Sauiour made a true facrifice of 
ow Þf his facred body, putting it, as Dinines tell vs, 
his Þ} mortuo modo, inthe maner of a dcad body,cxs 
s 4 Þ hibiting it as ſeparare from his bloud and his 
ur 1 apolifls receauing it from His hand, it might 
nt, þ} happily be tetmed his body of the new 
id Þ* Teſtament ; of the new Teſtament in his 
or | body vnbloudily ſacrificed ; but then will 
yr |! follow , that here mnft be no leſfe his true 
nf | body then were the tric bodycs of thoſe 
a | creatures facrificed in Exodus the 24 or 
!, | then I haue prooued his trae bloud to be 
= | there by the hke argument: butlI will not be 
s þ authour of any ſuch new maners of ſpecchz 
an 


_— 
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and ſo conclude nothing in this patticular, at 


conducing little to the poynt in queſtion, 


Obie&ion. 


They will 'not indure any figure , or im« 
propriety of ſpeche in theſe wordes this is " 
Body , though in affect they themſclucs wre 
them, for whether by this word thi , they 
vnderſtand , vn1er this, or vader thoſe ſpecies, or 
that they will that this wotd this, fignifyes 
nothing preſent &c. 


Anſwer. 


I am 'not obliged to defend euery mans 
different opinion , each hath his particular 
br: ei wayecs to maynteyne his own: it 
ts ſufficient that I defend what before I haue 
anſ{weared,and demonſtrated our of Scriptu- 
re,:that our Sauiours meaning by the word 
this, was to ſignify nothing preciſely preſent 
by way of a Sacrament when the word this 
was pronounced, but what was to be preſent 
when the Apoſtles tooke , and ate it, or pre- 
{ntly before ; that is , ſo ſoone as the wholl 
propoſition this is my Body , was pronounced» 
which ſenſe, by way of inſtance may be ga- 
thered out of the expreſſion vicd here by the 
opponent, when it is ſayd, for whether by this 
worde,this, and, or that they will by the —_— 
| : : Or 
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for when the obieQion ſaycs , thi word, not 
hauing yet ſet down the word which is meant 
by ry ok preſently aftcs,to witt,this,certainly 
the opponent cannot. agnily any thing pre= 
ſcnt preciſely when the ſc two words, this word 
were written, but what was preſcntly to be 
ſet down,to witt,this, ſo that by the opponents 
own writing is conuinced that the word this 
may,& doth ordinarily (ignity ſomething not 
preſent when it is pronounced, or written, 
Þut preſently after to be ſet down, or ſpoken, 


p Obje&ion, 
- Or whether by this word,is,they vnderſtand 


ſhall become , or ſhall be tranſubitantiated : cu 


theſe diſtra&tions can be no teſtimonycs 
truth, 4 
Anſwer. | 

| Hereagain the obje&ion, puts the word this, 
and that which is t1gnified by it., tro wit #s 
follows after ir. To. this cbjeCtion I anſwer 
that it is a mere calumnie forged by Caluin, 
and from him diſperſed among(t -the yulgar, 
that any Romane Catholicque Doctours by 
the word s ynderitand ſhall become , or,ſhall be 
tranſubſtantiated; for though they gather, as a 
neceſfary ſequel, tranſubttantiation, from the 
reall 4 a0 ſignification of thele words, 
this is pry Body, yet they all w_— the word 


45z 


| 
| 
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$5, in its own! native, common , and ordinaty 


{1pnification , and none of them take it for 
tranſubſtantiated , or become mty Body , neyther 
indeede can they , vn leſle they deſtroy their 
own ptinciples, for if they ſhould by is vnder« 
ſtand, become , or tranſubſtantiated , then they 


muſt vnderſtand by the word this , bread; 
(ſeeing they all affirme that bread only becos| 


mes,or is tranſubſtantiatcd into Chriſt's body) 
but that were plainly to contradit themſel- 
ues,it being one of the maynefſt points in this 
controucrly betwixt Caluiniſts and vs , they 
affirming that hread is vnderſtood by the word 
this,and we denying it. | 

That which isadded, that, thoſe diſtradtions 
Can be no teſtimonyes of truth, that is, the diuer(1- 
ty of opinions amongſt vs here reckoned vp; 
about the vnderſtanding of theſe wordes this. 
and is, ſeemes to me to haue ſomething of 
that eye condemned in the Goſpell , which 
ſces a mote inanothers eyc,and diſcoucrs not 
a beame in it ſelfe. The opponent ſummes 
here vp fower differet opinions, whereof the 
laſt, I haue proucd to be a falſe impoſition 
and no opinion of ours: the firſt and ſecond, 


of the word this ſignifying wnder this, or yndet 


theſe ſpecies, are one and the ſame opinion, {ct 


down by the opponent in different' words; | 


for ſeeing by vnder this,none of our Authours 
vaderſtand yuder this bread , they muſt needs 
| mieane 
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meane by it, ynder theſe ſpecies of bread, to omit 
that no Catholicque Authour faycs , that the 
wotd thi,precifely Honifyes,wnder this,or under 
theſe ſpecies, 8c. but, that which is under theſe ſen 
cies,fs my Body : the third opinion, that by the 
word this,islignityed nothing preſent,if by noth= 


| ing preſent , be meant , nothing preſent aſter 
; || conſecration , it is another impoſition yppon 


Catholicque Authours, making them ſpeake 
like Caluiiſts,apainſt themſclues:but if ther- 
by be ain preſent preciſely in that 
momet when the word this was pronounced, 
it is true, and Catholicque, asI have ſhewed; 
but then it is not oppoſite to the former opi= 
nion, for ſeing no Catholike teachesthat the 
body of our Saujour is vnder the ſpecies of 
bread, till the ſubſtance of bread be tranſub< 
ſtantiated into it, agrees well with their opi- 
nion that nothing in particular be vnderſtood 
by the word this , which is exiſtent when that 
word was ſpoktn, bread being then ynder its 
own ſpecies. Thus, yppona juf examination, 
we finde that in truth there is but one only 
opinion of Catholicques in the whol reckon- 
ing, and therefore vnderſeruedly termed diſ= 


| trations, or no teſtimonies of truth. But had the 


opponetit put ſome reall diuerlity of opinions 


| amongſt Catholicque Authours about the 


vnderitanding of theſe words , and brought 
them to the number of fower , as here is a 


Qz ſhow 
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ſhew made, yet ſing they all apree iti thai 


proper and natiue fignification of theſe words 
This is my Body , withour all figures or impro« 
pricties, which exchide the recall preſence:this 
yaricty can be no more termed ho teſtimony 
of truth in this poynt controuerſcd, then are 
other different opinions of Schoolemen in 
many other myſteries of faith, being nothing 
bur diuers waycs which learned meh take to 
explicate or dctend the ſame point of faith 


whcrin they all apree againſt Infidells or Hef 


ectiques; But had the nent known or 
abbdeced the Aenfnl of opinions riſen 
yp Within the ſpace of few more then a 
hundrcd yeares, about the ynderſtanding c 
theſe words this is my Body amongſt Proteſtaars, 
and that inthe mayne ftgniſication of them, 
which Luther conteſſes to haue amounted 
to the number of ten-before his death , and 
another not many yeares after tekons vp to 
the number of two hundred there had beene 
juſt occaſion giuen to lay , thefe difiradtions can 
be ne teſtimonyes of truth. 


O bje Aion; 
In the middefſt of theſe diſcords,they make 
theſe words, thisis my Body, but halfe true, for 


| 
| 
| 


they all hold that there were two things in 


the hands of Chriſt when he ſpake thek 
Words,his Bed, $5 the ſpecies of boondandiga 
Ktob 
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ht thaflit followeth that theſe wordes arc true but of 
ordsfthe halſe of that he held jn his hands; and if 
provfſhe had layd, this is not my body, hauing re« 
:this]] gard to the qther halfe of that he held , the 
1onypecicsof bread, he had alſo ſpoken the truth, 
1 are | 
h in 


Anſwer, 


This difficulty ariſes from want of know 
ledge in Philoſophy , ta diſtinguiſh an acci- 
dent from a ſubſtance, ſo thatit cannot well 
*# be ſoexplicated , that the vnlcarned will be 
capable of it; and ſo will be better vnderſtood 
by a familiar inſtance , eyen in this- preſent 
matter, then by a philoſophicall * ans 
The Opponent cannot deny but our Sautour. 
might hauc ſayd of that which he had in his 
hands ( this is bread) when he fayd the word 
this. now I demand , ſcing according to all, 
there were two thinges ( as the Opponent 
termes them)the ſubſtance of bread, and the 

cies of bread, whethcr theſe words this is 
bread had becn only halſe true,or no? if it be. 
anfyvercd that they had been but hallc true;it 
will follow,that whenfocuer we demonitrate 
any thing ; in ordinary conuerfation , laying, 
this is a man, a horke, a tree; a ſtone. &c. we 
ſpeake but halfe truly ,/becauſc there is als 
nf ways the ſubſtance, and ſpecies, or accidents 
of thoſe things,yca when S.Iokn Baptiſt ſayd, 
bchold the lamb of God, or the heaucnly 
==] Fathers 
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Father,this is iy beloned Son,our Sauiour hauing 
both ſubſtance and ſpecies,thoſe propofitioni 
had been but halfe true.if it be anſwered 
that this propoſition this is bread, is abſolutely 
and entirely true, then I anſwer the fame to} 
all that is here oppoſed ; for ſpecies, or acci 
dents are not JiE-rens thinges, abſolutely 
ſpeaking, bur relatiue appendixes,dependan« 
ccs,adjundts, or exhibitions of thinges which 
| are fo abſolutly denominated, that is , ſubs 
ſtances;as when we fee a pe;lon cloathed,it is 
abſolutely , and wholly true to fay , thi: 
is Peeter, of Tohn ; for though there be two 
things,the perſon, and the cloathes , yet the 
cloathes being only adjunds , or meanes to 
demonſtrate the perſon whole they are , are 
' Not intended to be included inthis demon 
ſtration.and ſo, if one hauing only regard tc 
the cloake of a perſon , ſhould ſay , this is not 
Peter, meaning this cloake isnot Peeter,though he 
ſhould ſpeake true to ſuch as know his mean- 
ing; yet'in ordinary converſation, vnleſſe by 
ſome particular ſigne he gaue to vnderſtandſ 
his meaning, he would either not be ynder-| 
ſtood, or ynderſtood to ſpeake falſe, becaulc 
the demonſtration this is inſtituted in ſuch 
circumſtances, to ſignity the perſon or thing 
mT a6 oa not their adjun&s, - _ 
dents:Apply this toour preſent purpolc, an 
Supply your rife prpelctal] 
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Objeion. 


Now let any judge which opinion is lefle 
forged,and more naturall; qurs who ſay, this 
henityes, that which Chriſt held ; or that of 
theyrs who ſay vader this , or,vnder theſe ſpecies: 
if they grantthat the word this ſignifies bread, 
as they muſt needs, being ſpoken before con- 
ſecration , will they _ it ſignify nothing 
after conſecration: can it both be ſomthing 
and nothing. If the word this lipnific bread, 
then we muſt vnderſtand that this bread is my 
Body , but no ther thing can they make it 
ſignific but bread:not the ſpecies of bread, 
why? becauſe yet it was not when he fayd 
this;not his body,for his body could not figni- 
fy his body, neyther as yet wasit conſecrated 
when hc fayd this : they mult therefore con- 
felſe it to fipnify bread, or nothing : if bread, 
then of bread he fayd,This is my Body; which is 
25 innch as to lay,this bread is my body. 


247 


Anſwer, 
Here is only arepetition of what hath been 


objected before:whertfore I refcrre the reader 


to my former anſwer, wherin I auoide all 
theſe difficultyes by replying that the word 
this, tuft when it was pronounced by our Sa= 
viour, neyther ſignified the ſpecies of bread, 
ner,ynder the ſpecies of bread;nor bread,no? 


Q.4 that 
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that which he preciſely then held in hishands 
before he pronounced the other words , nor 
yet nothing;but, this which | am preſentely to gine 
you,and you ave to take and eate, is my Body : an 
this well conſidered , let any man iudge 
whether opinion is lefſe forged and more na- 
turall ; ours, which puts * laine proper, obs 
nious ſignification both to the word this, the 
ſubic,the word is,the copula, and the word 
bodj,the predicate of this propoſition This is my 
Body,agrecing with the wholl context and in- 
tention of our Sauiour; or theyrs, which will 
haue ſignifyed a mere pcece of natutall bread 
not yet made a Sacrament by the word this, 
ind by is iny body, is 4 commemoration of my body; 
tad that not only without alt ground in 
Scripture, but contrary to the plaine rext;cons | 
trary to the' myſtery here inſtituted, and con 
trary to common ſcnſe 8 dilcourſc: all which 


T have already ptoucd. - * © 
_*. © ObjeRion, 


Now that it. is diſcoucred what our Lord 
brake and pave; what he bad'them take and 
cate; and what he ſayd was liis body : none 
need doubt but that the diſciples did cate;that 
which he'tooke, bletſed, brake,and paue, and 
which he bad then cate,it was bread{ by their 
own rule ; for as yet he had not fayd it is my 
Bady : if they did cate that which hc layd was 
5 BY a hey . his 
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his þody. what can any conceiue it tobe but 
bread?for what ſayd he was his body ? was it 
not bread which, he tooke, bleſſed. brake and 
pauc , and bad themeate , faying it was his 
body. if they could diſproue the Proteſtant 


churchin this poynt,they could never main= 
tayne tranſubitantiation by the words of in 


ſtitution , which in all circumſtances , words, 


and ations of our Sauiour , is agreeable to 
what we beleene; but we may Gel conclude 
that the Apoſtles did eate bread , and that it 
remaynes bread after conſecration both by 
that which hath beene fayd &c. L 


An ſwer. 
Herethe ſame thing ſeemes to be repeated 


j twice or thrice ouer, and altogeather isnoth- 


ing but a new repetition of what hath been 
anſwered before. only here ſcemes another 
objeQion to be pointed at , which may be 
framed, as it is more clcarly by other Prote» 
ftants,in this manner. | 

That which our Sauiours tooke , bleſſed, 
brake, and gaue, was bread : for certaine it is 
that which he tooke, was bread , and is con 
felled to haue been fo by both [ydes:but that 
which he tooke , he bleſſed, that which he 
bleſſed he brake ; that which he brake, he 
oaue ; therefore from the firſt to the laſt, that 


| which he gauo his diſciples , was bread. 


Q5 anver 


- 
ne i 


anſver that all 
denomination both which he tooke, bleſſed, 


brake, and gaue ; but the bread which he 


tooke,was bread remayning in its own natu 
re, the bread which he gaie, was bread made 
his body , and yet it was the ſame bread in de» 


S «- 


nomination ; for the very ſame bread which 


was yet in its own nature when he tooke Ir, q 


was made his body when gaue it. 


Nowif one ſhould reply that this is ſayd gras | 


tis,and ſeemes to be a mere ſhift, for obſcurin 
and inuoluing the matrez to eſcape the af 
ficulty , or rather an explication deſtroying 
and contradiQing it ſcltc; I will ſhew that 
this is ſayd with great ground,cuen in Scrip- 
ture it ſelfe:for it an Infidell ſhould oppoſe 
the change of water into wyne,in the 448. 
of S.Thon withthe like argument, & fay,that 
that wherewhith the ſeruants filled the vel- 
fels at our Sauiours command, was that which 
they drew out of the yeſlels;that which they 
drew out, was that which they carryed to the 
maiſter of the mariage-feaſt; that which us 
carryed to him, he Tikes : but that whic 
the ſcruants falled the veſlels firſt withall, was 
water;therefore that which the maiſter of the 
feaſt, drunke , was water. A Chriftian vnto 
ſuch an objeQion may anſwer , that allthis is 
rrue ; if we reſper only the name or denomi- 
gation of the thing: for that which was put 
o | into 


this is true; for it was bread in 


| 
{ 
| 
( 
| 
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1.4 | into the veſſels,the maiſter drunke,andas itis 
h helff Fruc that water was put into them,ſo 5 it true 
at} (to fay ) thar the maſter of the feaſt drunke 
madgh VT 3 but the yery ſame water which re 


— 


mayned in its awn nature when in was put 
into the veſſels, was denominated water made 


| wyne , When the maiſterdrunke it. 


And that this may appeare to be no fition 


of myne;all that I affirme herof,is plainly dee 


liyered in the Proteſtant Bible the words are 


theſe. Ieſus ſaith vnto them, fill the water-pots with To.x; y.7; 


water. here. bchold water was to be put into 8.9. 
them;and they filled them to the brimane: {ee here 
is water put into them by the ſeruants. and be 
ſayd vnto them,draw out naw,and beare'to the gouere 
nour of. the feaſt, and they bare it.marke yet here, 
the ſeruant bare it,that is, that which they had 
put into the yeſlells , which was water. when 
thc Ruler of the feaſt had taſted the water which was 
made wyne and knew not whence it was, behold it 
is ſtill called water,not water remayning in its 
owne being , but water made wyne : but the 
ſeruants which drew the water , knew : ſtill it is 
called watcr: and the water , that is, the very 
fame that it was in denomination, when it was 
put in, but changed into wyne. Apply this in cach 
particular to the preſent myſtery , and itwill 
appeare how light the' objeRion is , fit only 
to decceiue vnlearned people who are not 


- acquainted with ſuch ſubtilitycs , and: ſos 
ACQUAUNES | bd" 


F A 
; 


x.Cor.rr, 
30.28, 


252 Scripture miſtaken 


philines as ſuch like objections conteynes 


ObieCion. 


And likewiſc that S. Paul called the con- 
fecrated bread, bread three tymes after conſe- 
cration:for as often (layth he) as you eate this 
bread, and ſo let him cate of this bread , and 
whoſocucr eates this beead ynworthyly;but we 
do not cate till after conſecration: it is then 


bread after.conſecration. 
Anſwer. 


T have given iuſt now a full anſwer to that 
which is obje&ed here, that S.Paul calls the 
hoaſt breadthree tymes after conſecration: for 
it follows no more thattherefore it ſhould be 
pure bread, remayning as it was before the 
words of conſecration; then that the water re» 
mained in its own nature after it was made 
wyne,becaulc after the change it is called water, 

Neither doth yet S.Paul (if his woads be 
well marked) {ay that the conſecrated hoaſt 
1s naturall and common bread, ſuch as it was 


— 


Un) 
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before, fit ta be eaten at an ordinary table, as 
the Proteftants|muſt grant it notto be; for at 
the leaſt it is facramentall bread , and conſc« 
cratcd to a religious and holy ye, according 
to them,and therefore though he had putthe 
fame word bread , before and after conſecrae 
tion, yct it follows not that the fignification 


of that word after conlecratinn ſhould 


be the 


lame 


; | Againſt t Real Proſence; 
fame with the ſignificazion of the fameſbefore 


' Econſecration; for before it:ſignifyes common, 


ordinary,naturall,and viuall bread ; bur after, 
ſacramehrall, ſipnificant, comemoratiue,holy, 


diuine bread , according to Proteſtants , and * 


therefore if Proteſtants muſt confeſle that 
though the word be the ſame, yet the ſipnifi= 


cation is not the ſame, why blame they Ro- 


mane Catholicques if my giue the fame 
anlwer , "aying that by the word bread in 


$.Paul , before conſecration, or bleſſing is 


meant the ſubſtance of naturall , and viuall 
bread ; bur after conſecration , ſupernaturall, 
hcaucnly,ſpiritnall,dinine bread ; which our 
Sauiour termeth himlelfe to be, in the fixt 
of S:Iohn, fix or ſcaucn different tymes, and 
which cuery Chriſtian chiefly begs of God in 
the Pater noſter,or Lords prayer, faying,giue 
vs thizday our dayly bread ; for it is to be noted, 
that bread in greeke,familiarly in holy Scrip« 
ture is taken [A all manner of meate,and nor 
for bread only, as it is diſtin from all other 
mcatcs, : | "6 

But to make it yet clcarer that S. Paul did 
not meane naturall bread remaning in its 
own {ubſtice as it was betore,when he called 
the Sacrament bread after it was conſecrated 
or deſigned for a part of that holy myftery: 
it is particularly to be refleted on ,, that m 
dos acep he neu call rao bead 
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but allways with in article determinatiue o: 
reſtriciue , referring it to that which conſe: 
cration had made it;and ſo he calls it, this bread 
this cup, that bread , that cup ; to wit, which vas 
' held for a Sacrament , and myſtery amongtt 
Chriſtians by force of our Sauicurs words: and 
toput vs out of all doubt that it was not that 
naturall bread and wine,which it was before 
it was conſecrated, he clearly calls it the bread 
ef our Lord, and the cup of our Lord, v.29. 
wherfore whoſoeuer ſhall eate this bread , and drinks 
thi cup of onr Lord vnworthily. &c. and as we 
gatherToan;6. v.48. thatwhen our Sauiour 
Tal the bread whereof he ſpoke there,the 
bread of life , he meant not naturall and viſible 
bread, but ſupernaturall and dinine;; in the 
ame manner are we to gather from the 
words of S.Paul, that by the like phraſc the 
like bread is ſignifyed ; and as our Sauiour 
termes.that bread wherof he ſpake Io6.v.y1. 
$8.chi bread,to diftinguiſh it from naturall and 
viuall bread, and to fi ow thathe thereby 
meant his true body,fo to oth S.Paul here:Þf | 
neyther can it more be gathered , from the} 
being tetmed bread by S:Paul, that isnatus 
rall , and ſubſtantiall bread , then it can|be 
gathered from the canore of our maſle, that 
wee beleeue, it to be the ſubſtance of bread, 
becaulc it 15 often called bread in the faid ca=f) 
non,after conſecration, | 
Objes 
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Objcfion. 
If by this word breado often repeated .by 


wal the Apoftle, he ſhould vnderſtand fleſh, were 


in ſuſpenſion,and to belecue that it is his fleth 
though it ſeemeth bread , then to ioyne him- 
{clfe with thereport of our ſenſes, calling it 
alwaycs bread without any explication? 


Anſwer, 


We are not to preſcribe to the holy Ghoſt 
what he is to diſcloſe to the writers of di- 
uine Scriptare:he could haue deliuered many 
other myſteries of our faith in clearer words 
inthe holy Scripture then he hath done , if it 


{ had ſcemed goodiin his divine Providence, 

Þ and therefore though he command ys not 
ICH licre in expreſſe termes , to deny our ſenſes, 
'K and to belecue that it is his fleſh, _—_ it 


ſceme bread(as ſome holy fathers haue done 
with in the firſt fiue hundred yares) yet he 
calles it as expreſſly the body of Chriſt, as he 
calls it bread:and ſceing we finde bread often 
to.be takenin a ſpirituall ſenſe in holy Scri 
rure for the food of out ſoules,but —_—_—_ 
tas 
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the body of Chriſt which is giuen for vs , to be any 
otherthen his reall true Body, one would thinke 
that- the, darker or more doubtfull word 
ſhould in any reaſonable mans indgement 
yecld to the more cleare and cettaine, and be 
interpreted by it then the contrary which is 
here alleadged: and though our Sautour call 
hisfleſh|bread twice as often as S.Paul calls that 
which was conſecrated bread here, Ioannis6, 
yet no man dare from thence argue that his 
fleſh was not true fleſh, but corporall and ma« 

teriall bread. OT: * 
And if S$.Paul by calling it fo often bread 
after conſecration , ſhould ioyne himſelte 
with the report of our ſenſes,as the opponent 
here affirmes, he would draw ys allo to thinke 
that it is mere naturall, and vſuall bread after 
conſecration., as it was before, and therefore 
we may apply the ſame ;objeftion in almoſt 
the ſame wordes, againſt Proteſtants, which 
here is brought againſt vs; in this manner : If 
by this word bread ſo often jp tad by the Aprſile he 
ſhould wnderſtand 4 Saeramtent or myſtery as it is 
beleeued to be amonit all Chriftians , were he not 
worthy to be blamted, to entertaine the people in errour 
ſince he knew that ſenſe and reaſo gineth in Out 
dence that it i vſuall and conimon bread, which man 
naturally beleeues, would he not rather haue adger= 
tifed vs to hold our ſenſes in ſuſpention,and to beleeue 
that is i ſatramentall and ſpirituall bread,though it 
ſceme 


a 
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k ſeame vſuall bread, then to toyne himſelfe with the 


report of our ſenſes, calling it always bread without any 
explication? Thus whilſt Proteſtants frame ar- 
guments fitter for Infidells then Chriſtians; 
apainft ys,they neuer contider what force the 
like arguments hauc apainſt themſclues. 

Bur it 1s very vntrue that $. Paul called ir 
bread without any explication,or that he any 
way draws vs to what our ſenſes would iudge 
if they were left to themſclues, but clcuates 
our thoughts vnto faith telling vs that it is 
panis & calix Domini, the bread,and cup of our 
Lord, which our Sauiour confeſles fimſelfe 
to be.Tohn the fixt: and beſides, that he who 
eats this bread, and drinketh this cup of out 
Lord vnwortily , ſhall he guilty of the body and 
bloud of the Lord,which giues enough to vn= 
derſtand what Kind of bread , and cup he 
meant here:for they cannot be properly layd 
to be guilty of the body and bloud of Chriſt, 
who recciue vynworthily an externall figne, 
or remembrance of it, (though otherwiſe they 


| may highly offend him ) as a ſubie&t cannot 


be rightly faid to be guilty of the body and 
bloud of his King;who receiues not his ſcale 
or ſ1pnet with that reuerence which becomes 
a ſubie& te ſhew to his Prince;bur in the opi- 
nion of Catholikes , it is litterally and pro- 
petly truc, being a moſt high affront and in- 
tury done to the yery body , and bloud of 
R Chritt 


——_ 
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Chrift there preſent : and yet this is miore 
clearly infinuated in the 25 verſe: fot he that 
cateth and drinketh ynworthily, extcth and 
drinketh damnation to himfelte,nor diſcernmg 
the Lord's body : where the Grecke wor 
Aſgxearuy fpnifies a determinate tudging 
one thing from another , which ts cleare in 
Catholique doctrine, but not cafy to be vh-ſ 
Jerfood in the Proteſtant;for how can one 
be fayd properly to diſcerne that which he 
acknowledygcs not to be preſcnt in that thin 
which he receines Vnworthily? and res 
happily in ſome improper and far fetcht ſente, 
this might be ſayd , yet according to the true 
rule of interpreting, holy Scripture, we muſt 
ynderſtand the wordes of it in a proper ſenſ 
when nothing compells to the contrary, as 
the Opponent acknowledyes. 


ObieQion. 


And which is more, attributing to this 


bread , things which cannot agree to the 
Body of Chriſt,to wit, to be broken- 


Anſwer. 


' T have before anfivered to this,and ſhewed 
that the word broken is familiarly raken for 
giuen , by way of diviſion , or diſtribution 
amongſt many; which is v{ed by other Euan- 
gcliſts:ſo that given and hroken here avay ligne 

o 
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fy the ſame thing. Bur if by braken be vnder- 
ſtood a breaking in pecces of that which was 
whol before , who can - deny that ſuch a 
breaking-agrees with, the Body of-our Sa- 
uiour abſolutely ſpeaking? was not his ſacred 
fleth all rorne , ahd broken with tho nayles, 
thornes,, and ſcourges : as the Prophet tore- 


| tolde,ipſe attritus eſt propter ſcelera neſtra,he was Ifay 53.5, 
broken tor our wickedneſſes. and though 


naturall bread be properly ſayd to be broken; 
yet it cannot be athirmcd by any Chriſtian, to 
be broken for vs, as the Apoſtle here fayd it 
was,that is, for our ſaluation, as onother Euan- 
gclift afirmes of the chalice: And therefote 
Chriſtians mult belecue and conteſle quite 
contrary to the Opponent here, that S.Paul 
is attributing here to this bread, that which 
cannot agtee with naturall bread , but only 


| with the truc Body. of Chriſt, to wit, to 


be broken tor vs.as that only was myſtically 


in this Sacrament; by may of an vnblondy {as 


| crice:and yifibly vppon the Crofle, 


E - Obleie. | 
And Chrift himſclte called the cup . after 
conſecration, the fruit of the vine, both in 
$. Matthew,and S Marke. 
Anſwer, 


| But in$.Luke,he calls che cup as much the Luke i; 
| fruit of the vine betore con ſecration, There- V-23» 


ES fore 
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fore if you vrge S. Matthew and S. Mark's 
authotity for the one, giue ys leaue to vrge 
S.Luke's authority for the other , and know 
that you haue concluded nothing, vnleſte you 
Yroue that we are rather to ſtand to the nar- 
ration of S.Matthew and S.Marke, then of 
S.Luke,which here you haue not done.Cer- 


taine it is that there can be no contradiction} 


nor oppoſition amongſt the Euangeliſts: the- 
refore ſeeing S. Luke relates theſe words, 
F will drinke no more of the fruit of the vine , 8c. 
before the inſtitution of the Sacrament ; and 
the two former Euagclifſtsafter:and yet none 
of them expreſily affirme that our Sauiour 
fayd theſe words ifter or before the Sacta- 
ment was inſtituted , thouglr one put them 


before , and the other after , we muſt garherſþ 


by the context and! other circumſtances , 


whether indeed they were ſpoken by ourf 
Saviour before, or after the conſecration off 


the chalice. | | 

That this may be vnderſtood. Nothing is 
more otdinary with the Euangelifts ( as all 
Interpreters note)thento ſet things down by 
any CNS or anticipation, ſomtymes putt- 


ing things iuſt in that order they happened: 


ſomtymes tranſpoſing them into a former or| 


latter place-This ſuppoſed,it is more probable 
that S.Marke ſets down thoſe wet out of 
their proper place,then $,Luke,for we hauea 

BE. 


4 


F 


- 


Againff the Real! Preſence. 259 


deare teſtimony that S. Marke in this very 
inſtitution of the chalice puts thoſe words by 
way of anticipation,and they drunke all of it,out 
of their ptoper place, the chalice hauing nor 
then been conſecrated , nor any of the Apo= 
ſtles hauing then taſted of it. therefore 1t is 
more Iikdly of the two , that $. Marke vles 


q here atraſpoſition,then S.Luke,who reckons 


all other things in their proper places and 
orders , as they happened. and if there be a 
tranſpofttion admitted in $.Marke, it muſt be 
allo one in S. Matthew. But though it were 
that our Sauiour ſayd theſe words after con- 
ſecration, and that by this truit of the vine he 
meant reall and materiall wine, (which Iwill 
preſently diſcuſſe ) yetthe argument proues 


| nothing at all againſt vs.for , onr Sauiour 


hauing drunke 1 his laſt ſupper, true and 
reall wine with his diſciples, before the inſtt= 


| tutionof this holy Sacrament,may very caſfily 


} beynderſtood;to hauc referred words to thar 


1 
1 firſt drinking intyme of his laſt ſupper ; and 
# ſo,inrclation to that, ſay,)I will drinke no more of 
1 the fruit of the vine,&c. as it ſome perſon hauing 


firſt drunke wine,& after, ſome other drinke 
ata banquet , may vſually fay, I will drinke 


| no more of the fruit of the vine till I drinke 


itin my own houlc:referring , thoſe wordes 
only to that which he dranke firſt. neyther 
canT {ce how Proteſtants according to theyr 

R 3 prin 
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principle of. belecuing nothing but what is 
in Scripture can deny this explication, for 
ſeeing our Sauiour ſais expreſly bere , I will 
drinke noe more of the truir of the vine , &c: 
and that we have noe place of Scripture 
which cyther affirmes, or infinuates that out 
S.wiour then drank of the conſecrated cha» 
lice he muſt neceſlarily , rcferre his drinking 
the fruit of.the vine, to ſome other wine 
which he had drunk, betore the conſcration, 
Vaderſtanding the two tirft Euangelifts in 
this manner, we clearly recancile them with 
S.Lukc.tor he muſt prabably be vnderſtood 
of that which our Sauiour dranke before the 
Sacrament wasinſtitutcd;as according to this 
interpretation the others alſo muſt- ynder« 
ſtand it:but it will be much harder to recon- 
tile them if tho(e words be referred to the 
conſccrared chalice;tor,that hauing not been 
yet inſticuted , according to S.Lukes ſetting 
down our Sauiour's words, they cannot pot- 
fibly be referred to them. tor our Sauiour ac- 
cording tothe Proteſtant opinion , would 
preſently hauc drunke wine in the Sacrargent, 
and ſo mutt hauc'talhifyed his own words as 
{oone as he had ſpoken them, promiſing then 
not to drinke any wine till his father's kingy 
dome were :come, and yet -preſently after 
drinking it. which is an cuident argument if 
we ſtand to S.Lukes relation according this 
En © expli- 
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explication,that jt was nqt materiall reall wine 
which he drunke in the conſecrated chalice. 

And hence fullowes anather conuincing 
argument againſt Proteſtants in this particu- 
lar. tar ſecing our Sauiour ſayd, 1 will drinke na 
wore, &c. and that they retcrre theſe words 
apainſt ys, to the contend chalice , and 
conſequently muſt afirme that our Sauiour 
dranke gf it, {for ke could not ſay he would 
drinke no more of that whereot he had neuer 
drunk) I demande ofthem, whether our Sa- 
uiour dranke this as a Sacrament 2 This they 
cannot deny : hence it will tallow that he 
tooke it as a memoriall,or commemoration of 
himſelfe in their opinjon : and thence it will 
necetlarily toliow that Chriſt had torgor him» 
ſeluc,hauing need of a remembrance of hime 
{clte.Secondly,that a man preſent to himlclte, 
can withour an abſurdity take a momoriall of 
himſclfe. Thirdly , this memorial{ was to he 
taken by the mouth of tayth, as they lay,and 
{o our Sauiour ſhould be depriued of his moſt 
divine, all=clcare and bcarificall viſion , and 


knowledye of himſelfe & all things, (wherby 


$. Paul affirmes thar faith is cuacuate«) and 1.Cor, rg. 
led by the darke light of faith : which na "#5 


Chriſtian can ſay without blaſphemy. Fourtly 
he commanded not himſclfe,but his Apoſtles 


| ta doe what he did in remewbrance of him. 


and fo therc is no, ground in Scripture to {ay, 
R 4 that 


Scripture mill hen 


that out Sauiours recejued this Sacrament a 
a remembrance of himſelfte : and yct he muſt 
haue done fo if that firſt Sacrament had been 


202 


eſſentially only a figne and remembrance of | 


our Sauiour.as our aduerſaries teach.If there= 


fore our Sauiour be ſuppoſed to haue drunke | 


of the conſecrated chalice, and that he could | 


not poſſibly drinke a remembrance orſigne of 


himſelfe., or his Bloud , he muſt needs haue Z 


the Opponent, if it be not a rememhrance of | 


drunke-his own reall Bloud: for according to 


his Bloud.itmuſt be vnderſtood to be his recall 
Bloud but it he drunk that which washis own 
blood ,, it was not.wine, therefore when he 
fayes, I will drinke noe more - of the fruit -of the vine 
&c. it-cannot be referred to what he drunke 
after conſecration , but to what he drunke 
before, as S.Luke relatcs ir. 

Hitherto I haue argued, admitting', not 
granting that when our Sauiour fayd , I will 
drinke nawnore of the fruit of the vine, &c.he meant 
reall and naturall wine. now I wil ſhew; that 
though thoſe words were referred by the 
Euanyeliſt to the conſecrated. chalice , and 
vnderſtood of a rcall and materiall truit of 
the vine; yetjt is not.neceſfary to ynderſtand 
wine by them:for there be many fruits of the 
vine which may be drunk befide wine : the 

juice preſſed ont of grapes'not yet ripe , is 
_ - propenly the fruit of the vine; which may be 
| * | drunke, 
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drunke , and yet is no wine ; nay ſhould one 
prefle the young branches,and draw liquour 
trom them , it would be that which is here 


| called in Greeka $Joyyue, genimen vitis,the ge- 
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neration,or the thing produccd naturally by 
the vine: and yet it would be no wine. and 
cuen wine corrupted , and quite changed is 
the generation and effect of the yine: and yet 
it is no wine. ſo alſo in our preſent caſe, the 


! accidents or ſpecies of wine are genimen vitts, 
| the true effects orproduttions of the vine,& 


yet are not the ſubſtice of wine, Sceing there 


% 


tore here cucn after conſecration, according 


| to the Romane Catholike tenet, thoſe ſpecics 


4 . 
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remayne;our Sauiour might truly be fayd to 
haue drunke ex genimine, or generatione vi- 
tis, of the fruit or propagation of the .vine, 
though there had beene no ſubſtance of wine 


| there , but inplace therof the Blood of Sa- 


— 
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{ niour vnder thoſe fpecics. ſo that the very 


liter all ſenſe of the words retayncd, and re- 
ferred to . the conſecrated chalice , - con- 
clude no more then this, that our Sauiour 
ſpake of the ſpecics of wine ; which is pro- 
perly the propagation or generation of 
the vine. 

But the words beare and admitt as well 
another explication ( plainly ſuting with the 
Romane tenet ) as of the fruit or iſſue of a 
rcall yine. For our Sauiour tiles himiclte, as 
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the Opponent preſently obſeryes, the vine. 
Why then might he nor call his Blood here 
the fruit of the vine?and ſo referring ito the 
conſecrated chalice, confirme that it was the 


| chalice of his Blood proceeding and iſſuing 
from his Body,asthe wine or ſpecics of wine || ** 
| roceeds from the vine, b 
| All theſe explications ſhew how little this Þ © 
place proucs againſt ys:or rather how much | \ 

| ir aduantagesour cauſe.Butif the text be con- Þ 

j fidered cnrirely 3s it ſtands in the Euangeliſts, | b 
| it will neither hurt vs nor helpe them, nor fo Þ | 
much as tuch the matter in queſtion: for our Þ 
il 


Martk.26 Sauiout faith thus, But I ſey vnto you, will drinke Þ 
| oo Make By 29 more of the fruit of this yine till that day that 1 | 
| ——— drinke it new with you in the kingdome of my Father, | 
| Verily 1 ſay vnto yon , that I will not drinks of the Þ} |. 
| fruit of the vine vntill that day that 1 drinke it new 
| | in the kingdome of God.wherc he __— affir- 
| 


=. 


| mes that he ſpeakes of ſuch a truit of the F 
| vineas he is to drinke with them in heauen: Þ 
| which, whether it be matcriall wine, or no,I | 
| 
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Jcaue to the Proteſtants to canſider. 
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ObieQion, 
But it might be objeted,why might they 
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| not call it bread, and the fruit of the vine? in 
| reſpe&t they had beene ſo before conſecra- 
| tion:as the ſerpent is called a rod : and God 


fayd ynto Adam, thou art duſt, becaul; he way 
| an 
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made of duft.But if things be named! by the 
names of what they were before, it doth not 
follow that we ſhould ſo take it of the body 
of Chrift. for it is nor only falſe, but impious 
to thinke that the body of Chriſt is called 


' || bread tor thar it had been bread before the 
| conſecration. the ſcrpent indeed had been a 


| rod, but the body of Chriſt had neuer been 


bread. So Adam was called duſt becauſe he 
had been duſt:but Chrift is not made of bread. 


| The holy oy nr ſaith well that Moyſes 
| rod became a ſerpent, but the Scripture doth 
| not ſay that bread was conuerted into fleſh. 


Anlwer, 
I anſwer firſt that we doe not fay that the 


| body of Chtiſt was bread before conſecra= 
| tion at leaſt I remember not cuer to haue read 
| any ſuch propoſition in Catholike authours: 
| becauſc his ſacred body till exiſtent viſibly 
{ and gloriouſly in heauen cannot be faid ab- 
| ſolurely to hauc bcen bread, it hauing been 


made of the ſacred virgins moſt pure blood 
for that in its full ſenſe would fignitic (if any 
ſuch propoſition were in vſc) that the thing 


which 1s affirmed to be made of an other , 1s 


not exiſtent in an other place, whilſt that 


| whereof it is made is changed into it : as 
| neither Adam nor the ſerpent made of the 


| xod ot Moyles were ( for then only they. 


begun 
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began to be) when the rod of Moyles, aqd 
duſt were changed into them, 

Sccondly I anſwer thar the objeQion pro. 
ceceds ypponafalle ſuppofition, for the rod of 
Moyles is not called a rod when it was turned 
intoa ſerpent, becauſe the ſerpent had becna 


' 
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rod before: nor Adam duſt becauſe he was| 
before duſt : for though itbe true to ſay that | 


that which was become a man or a ſerpent, 


was duft or a rod by reaſon of the ſubic& | 
which remaines common to them both(called | 
in philoſophie materia prima)yct it is not true | 
in any formall philoſophicall ſenſe to fay: | 


Adam was duſt: the ſerpent was arod: for Adam 
Neuer was , nor ncuer could haue been any 
thing elſe then what his eſſence made him 


viz:a manand a reaſonable creature:nor a ſer- | 


pent any thing then what the being of a ſer- 


pent requiers, to wit, to be a ſerpent. when | 
therefore in holy Scripture Adam is called | 
daſt,and the ſerpent the rod of Moyles.it is not | 


becauſe Adam was once duſt, and the ſerpent 
arod(tor how can that be proued out of any 


place of Scripture? ) but becauſe Adam was | 


made of duſt, and the ſerpent of the rod of 
ER is clecrely teſtified in Scriptu- 


xe. ſo that the ſuppoſition and fundation of | 
the ob-ectis failing.that which is built vppon | 


it viz: that the body of our Saujour is called 


| breadafter conſecration by $.Paul becaulc it 


Way 
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Was bread before, mult needs fall to the - 
ground. For we fay not that the body of 
2ro0- | Chriſt was cuer bread, but becauſe that which 
d of ff was bread, isnow becoine the body of Chriſt, 
ned Nh bread caling to be vnder thoſe accidents by 
nal vcrtu of Chriſts body coming in the place of 
Was ff it:ſo that though this ſacred body cannot be 
hat Þ} Gid to be made of bread' as a houſe is made 
Nt, | of wood and ftones which remaine in their 
ct E own ſubſtances to compole it, nor as fire is 
led Þ made of wood where the matter common to 
rue ff them both remaines, yet it there be vnder- 
ay: ſl ood only that the body of Chriſt ſucceds to 
am the ſubſtance of bread ynder the ſame acci-= 
ny | dents and fo iſfues from it as the day iſſues 
im} tromthe night,asfrom the terme from which 
cI= |! it beginnes to be,as one may ſay:ex nette fit dies: 
er- Þ of the night is made the day ; {o may one fay: 
en ff expanefit corpus Chriſti: of bread is made Chriſts 
ed body, as it is myſterioully in this Sacrament, 
7 and might be theretore called bread after cone 
nt Þ! fecration , asthe wine in Cana in Galilec is 
ny | called water becauſe it was made of water, 
'as |} and the ſerpent called the rod of Moylſes,be- 
of cauſe it was made of the rod of Moyles, or 
U- Þ which 'is the fame in other termes ; becauſe 
of 7 that which became wine was water, and 
N | that which: became aſcrpcnt was the rod of 
-d } Moyles which if it be reſolued into philoſo- 
It | phicall termes, is nothig but this, that the ſub- 
as þ = | ſtantiall 
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Nantiall-matter which was vnited [to the ſub: h 
Rantiall formesof a ſerpent and wine,was im- 
mediately. before ,ynited. to, the ſubſtantiall 
formes of the rod of Moylcs and of water, 
which happens it other changes of one thing 
into an other, | EE 3 02 
Thirdly:it is not the ordinary way of [peach 
to lay that all things which are made by ſub. 
ſtantiall changes were ſuch things as were 
changed into them:thus though fire be made 
df wood, or wood be changed into fire, yerit 
is an ordinary manner of. ſaying to affirmerhi| 
fire was wood : neither ſay we : theſe flowers| 
were carth , though they were made of carthP 
changed into them. In like manner whenÞ 
our own fleſh is produced of the differentÞ 
meates we cate, we vic not to lay,our fleſh was| 
beefe, or mutton , or hearbes , or btead , or 
drinke &c. and yet it is made of all theſe 
when they are changed into our ſubſtance:Þ} 
and hence is true the lame propoſition of our 
Saujour in time ar his nouriſhment : for his} 
mecate was as truly changed into his fleſh as} 
our meate isinto our fleſtt, and conſequently} 
the bread which he did cato,was changed by | 
nouriſhment into his fleſh.and lo it istrue cuenÞ 
out of holy Scripture which ſpeakes of his} 
eating and drincking and increafing (and by} 
Cm of his nouriſhiment)that the fleſh Þ 
of Chriſt at leatt in ſome part, was made : | 
brea 
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his | pernaturall changes, where thre matter ſand 


| ſubſtance ſtill remaynes, new receiving one 

| forme , now an other, by reaſon whereof 

! the thing that ſacceeds may be ſayd ( as the 

= - +5 ng contends) to haue been the thing 
t 


| by | 


Againſt the Reall Preſence. 271 


ſpeech to ſay that thoſe parts of the fleſh of 
Chrtſt were breid,not withſtanding it would 
be neither imptous nor falſe to ſay that ſome parts 
of Chriſts fleſh were once bread ( fuppoſin 

it Were true that the ſerpent had been a - 
and Adam duſt, as the Opponent here afhr. 
mes) to wit, thoſe into which bread was 
changed by naturall nouriſhment. if then it 
might be truly affirmed of ſome parts of 
Chriſts fleſh that they were bread in this ſenſe 
for-named.why ſhould it be not only falſc but 
impious to affirme that the fleſh of Chriſt as it 
sin the Sacrainet (for we affirme it noe others 
wiſc?)was bread? there being noe more diffi- 
culty in the one then ''in the other. fourthly 
this change being madein a way wholy ſuper= 
natural! where noe part of the ſubſtance of 
bfead remaines , to wit, neither forme nor 
matter, as we ſpcake inthe ſchooles, which 
happens not in atiy naturall nor in many ſu 


at was Changed into it: by reaſon I ſay that 


ſh { noc ſuch common ſubie& remaincs here, but 
þ 
> of | 


cad 


the whol ſubſtance of bread is changed inta 
thc ſubſtance of Chriſts body,it will not beſo 
: proper 
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proper a manner of ſpcech toſay that the fleth 
of Chriſt was bread as the like would be in 
other naturall and ordinary changes , if that 
manner of ſpeech were allowable. | 
Fiftly,the objection miſtakes the compleat 
reaſon of Catholikeswhy S.Paul calls thc Sa- 
crament bread after the conſectation: for it is 
not only becauſe the bread is changed into 
the fleſh of Chriſt, for this might haue been 
done fo inuiſibily that neither the body of 
Chriſt nor the ſpecies of bread ſhould haue 
appeared;and thenywe ſhould haue had noth- 
ing common to them both to haue continued 
the denomination 6f bread. Hut the entire 


reaſon giuen by Catholike Doctors is that. 


the bread is changed into the fleſh of Chriſt 
which is put _ the outward ſhewes or 
ſpecies of bread , which giue occaſion or 
ground of giuing jtthe ſame denomination it 
had before. Thus we call the dead carkaſe of 
alammealamme,and the dead body of a man, 
a man, by reaſon of theſe outward organsand 
proportions which remaine the ſame they 


were before,though the thing be quite chang- | 


ed from what it was. Vnto that which is 
added that we hauc noe where in Scripture 
that bread is conuerted into the fleſh of our 
Sauiour as we haue that the rod of Moyles 


was conuerted into a ſerpent I Anſwer that it ,| 
is not neceſlary to haue all things in Scripture 
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in the like clearnellſe and expliciteneſſe of 
e in} words, for we hauc noc where expreſſed in 
hat } Scripture;that the bread our Sauiour did cate 
was conuerted into his fleſh as we haue that 
eat || the rod of Moyſcs was conuerted into a ſcr= 
Sa- || pent,and notwhithſtanding euen Proteſtants 
t i5 |} muſt belceue it; ſo though we haue it not in 
ato |Þ expreſſe rermes that head is changed into 
en | the fleſh of our Saujcur in this Sacrament, as 
of Þ we haue that Moyles rod was conuecrted into 
we Þ| a {erpent,yet we muſt helecuc it, becauſe the 
th. Þ| truth of Scripture cannot ſtand ynleſle this 
ied Þþ be granted : tor feeing our Sautour fayd This 
ire || is my Body, and it is wholy impoſſible and im- 
nat.Þ8 plying contradiction that a piece of bread re« 
riſk Þ maining 1n its own nature ſhould be the true 
or |} and reall body ot our Sauiour (as we haue 
or || hewed that thoſe words muſt import) it fol- 
1 it | lowes neceſfarily that the nature and ſubſtan« 
of R cc of bread cannot be vnder thoſe viſible ſpecs 
in, || cies,and therefore bread muſt ceaſeto be out 
nd |} of the force of Chriſts body, which muſt ſuc- 
ey |\ceed in place of bread, vnderthe ſame ſpecics 
g- [which is nothing elſe then to haue bread 
1s [changed into the hody of our Sauiour. 

Ire Objection. 

ur | Why ſhould they only take theſe words 
(es ÞÞ This is my Body : in a litterall ſenſe and noe 
it  FRother > doth he not as well 'fay : I am a 
re Ridore; F am a vine ? doubtleilte he was able 
nm | &) to 
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to transforme himſelfe into a dore, or a vias 
but did he therefore doe ſo? he ſaid to his 
diſciples: yee arc branches, yee are ſheep. did 


they theretore become fo in reſpedt either of 


his power vr words? 
Anſwer, 


I Anſwer that there is a maine difference | 
betweene theſe propoſitions and the other |; 
where of wee treate This is my Body both in the | 
ſ#biett and in the predicate, that isin the firſtand 
laſt word of them.for the firſt word or ſubic& |? 
in the former is(I yee) which ſignifie determi- Þ 
nately and cxprefſely our Sauiour and the | 
Apoſtles to whom he ſpake.But in the latter, 
the firlt word , or fubicCt is ( This ) which 
neither expreſſely nor implicitly fignifies | 
bread, but this which I am about to giue you; 
as I haue already faid. the laſt words alſo: | 
doorc,vine, vincbranches.theep in the former | 


propoſitions are indetermined and fit to take! 


23 
1 


4 ſpirituall, myſticall and mctaphoricall ſence: [t 


for he doth not ſay , I am a doore made of wood ' 
and boardes which is vſed to ſhut and open in viſible | 
houſes. nor I am a vine which vifibily ſpringes from|! 
the earth and beares ſuch grappes a; men vſe to make| 

wine of, neither ſaid he that his Apoſtles were ſuch |: 
ſheepe as feed in the fields , as beare wool to make 
cloath of as are boyled and roſted ts be eaten at the 
$able : nor ſuch vine branches as are cut of from the 
yine,and either rot, or are burned,or beare grappes in| 


hel: 


OOO OO © OO 


ne 
his 
1id 
- of 


ice | 
her 
the 
ind | 
ect | 
mi- | 
the Þ 


ter, | 
uch} 
hes 
70U; 
mer | 
ake 
nce: | 
wood (7 


wm 
—_ 
C—_ 
ny 


Againſt the Reall Preſence. 


273 
the vine viſibly 8c. For it had beenan impoſi- 
bility and, a plane contradidtion to affirme 
that lining men remaning. in there own natu- 
xe as they did, ſhould be ſuch things as thule, 
truly and really, and therefore thoſe laſt 
| words dore, vine, ſhzepe, vine branches being 


not determined in Scripturz to theſe nu 
teriall and vitible things which we co:mmonly 
ynderitand by theſe words, giue full {cope to 
interpret them of rhings in a. ſpirituall and 
myſticall ſcnle , in which only theſe propolt- 
tions arc true, but in theſe words , This is my. 
Body:the latt word body is not left indetermi= 
nare and applyable to a metaphoricall ſenſe as 
ic 15 in holy Scripture,and the diſcours of our 
Sauiour expreſly dctzrmined it to f1gnifie his 
true naturall, matenall, ſubſtatiall body which. 
was there prefent before the Apoltles : for if 
our Sautour had only ſaid theſe words, This is 
my Body, and added noe further explicatiqn: 
{ome {cope might ſeeme tg haue been giuen 
to haue interpreted it either of, his reall or 


 myſticall body which is his church whereof 
* $.Paul ſpeakes: bur he takes away this liberty 
| When he addes preſently : Thi u my Body which 


is given for you. This is my blood which ſhall be 


| ſhed for you. which cannot b. y 1derſtood of 
 hismyſticall body , but only ot his true recall 
| body & blood which only were giuen & thed 
! forour redemption, fo thatthe ſubject or firit 


S 2 
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word- of the formesy. propoſition” I yee being 
wholly determinate to thofe particular per- 
fonsot Chriſt and the Apoſtles: and the preds- 
cate or laſt words:dore, vine, ſheepe;vinebranches, 
being wholy indeterminate in themſclues; 
neitherexpreſly naming corporall nor ſpirituall: 


ſeeing;it is-contrary to all' reafon and wholly 


impoſſible that thereby thofe things ina cor- 
orall ſenſe ſhould be affirmed of our Sauiour 
and his Apoſtles, asT haue faid, thoſe propo- 


fitions muſt make this ſence which'istrue and: | 
orthodoxe : 1 am &ſpirituall dere or vine , yee are | 
ſpirituall vine branches, or ſheepe &c. but on the Þ 


comary the indetermination or indifferency 
of the firſt word or fubie of this propoſition, 


This is my Body : being confidered in it ſelfe | 
making it noc way limited to bread : and 
the laſt word or predicate, Body which i ginen | 
you , being expreſily. determined to the reall | 
and fubſtantiall body of Chriſt, it muſt make | 


this ſenſe : Thiswhich I am about to gine you, is my 


reall and ſubſtantial body , which is. a tric and | 


Catholike propeſition arid not this: This bread 
is my true and reall Body:which implies-as much 
contradiction and impoſſibthility,asthis other 
that Chriſt i « dore of wood 8c. For it is as-im- 
poſſible that apeece of bread aQtually exiſting 
hould be the reall body of Chriſt as that 
Chriſt ſhould be a wooden dore. nay if we conſider 


bread: 


MO rae... 


OWE” 


 Itin greeke 18p,in Latin,boc,dilagreeing with! þ 


e, 


Ag ainff the Reall Preſence. 277 
bread in gendre &pro5 panis , which are both | 
maſculine ,.it cannot be referred ro bread. 
Now to ſhew out of Scripture it ſelfe that 
our Sauiour calls himſelfe the dore in a ſpi» 
rituall, myſticall and metaphorical ſenſc —_ 
45 cleare out of $.lohn c.12.v.9.I am the dorc, 
if any man enter by me, he ſhall be ſaucd, &c. 
which is pot truce of a naturall dare of wood, 
for all ſuch as enter ua by ſuch a dore are not 
{aued, but ſuch only as cnter by the ſpiritual 
dore of there ſoules which is our Sauiour. ſo 
alſo when he calls his Apoſtles ſheepe , he 


| ſhewes clcarely that the ſpeakes of metaphoe 


ricall or ſpirituall ſheepe : for he athrmes 
that they heare his voyee, or know him : 
and hence appeares allo. ( by the way ) 
another miſtake contrary to; theyr own 
Engliſh Bible which Proteſtants ordinarily 
vroc apainſt vs, miſtaking the words of the 
Goſpel : they tell ys chat our Saviour ſaid he 
was 4dore,a vine, a way, which he ncucr ſayes 
according to their Engliſh Bible ; but thus: T 
am the dere, the vine, the way &c. xwhich detcr- 
mines the words to a ſpirituall and metaphcs 
ricall ſenſe,as when he ayes: I az the bread of 
life , I am the good fheapherd &c. and when he 
calles his diſciples ſheepe,he victh alwayes this 
reſtraining and limiting particle , my ſheepe: 
which is only true of ſpirituall ſhcepe, tor our 
Sauiour had noc other, That which the obs 
S 3 jection 
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jeion ſaid that our Sauiour was as able to 
change the Apoſtles into ſheepe as to change 
bread-into his body,is true Fre Apoſtles had 
ceaſed to be men and had been fo conuerted 
into ſhcep, as Lots wife'cecaſing to be a'weoma 
was conuerted into a pilar of falt. but then the 
propoſition which Proteſtants pretended out 
of Scripture:yee are m.teriall ſheep, had not been 
true: neither could the truth of that propoſt= 
tion cuer haue caulcd rnat conuerſion as con- 
formable to it: but this propoſition only ſhould 
haue been'true:yee are made,or are betome mate= 


rial ſheep by vertu of a miraculous change of Þ 


men into ſheep:noe otherwiſe then the water in 
the mariaye in Gallilee is ſaid to be made 
wine : fot when one thing is affirmed of an 
other,then that where of it is affirmed is {up- 
poled to be exiſtent;as when I lay: am 4 man; 
the perſon mutt be exiſtent where of it is 
afflrmed that he # a man.but contrariwiſe when 
one thing is ſaid ro be made an other natu= 
rally,not artificially,then that which is ({2id to 
be made the other ceaſed ro be what it was, 
and is conucrted into the other; as when it is 
{aid, water was made wine, water ceaſed to be 
and wine was made of it. and hence it is 4 
plane contradiftion to haue any change or 
conuerſ1on made in a' pure affirmative and 
fimplc propolition in this manner : Peeter i 4 
reall and natural ſheepe. for then this perſon 
5 IT FS = b- Peter, 
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Peeter, is ſuppoſed to be and not to beat the 
ſometime, to be, becauſe he is affirmed to be 


aſheepe not to be, becauſe he is changed into 
a ſheepe ,and ſo ceaſcs to be as water ceaſed 
to be when it was mage wine. And the ſame 
abſurdity and contradiQtion had followed if 
our Samour had ſaid:rhis bread which 1 now have 
in my hands,s my naturail Body truly and really.for 
bread ſhould haue remained becauſe it was 


| affirmed to bchis body and yet it ſhould haue 


becne deſtroyed and {o not remained, becauſe 


| itſhould hauc been changed into his body. 


I am ſofry that ſuch ſpeculations as theſe 
ſhould be propounded to thoſe who haye not 
ftudicd, but the objetions require them. yet 
I muſt adde to make this matter ont of 
queſtion: if the propoſitions: am the vine: yee - 
are the vinebranches,immplyed any chapye of our 
Sautour into a reall matcriall vine &c. then 
this propoſition agioyned, and my Father i the 
huſ-andman. would haue implyecd 2 power in 
God the Father to be changed into a reall 
huſhindman and ſo God himſclte would bs 
changeable, wich cannot be affirmed without 
a blaphemy. So then as God the Father is 
called only a Spirituall huſbandman, ſo alſo 
our Sauiour a Spirituall vine , and the As 
wicny ſpirituall branches , noe more change 
cing implicd in the one then in the other. 
Now that many things affirmed of others,arc 
S 4 rQ 


2600 Scripure miſt then 
to be vnderſtogd,of thoſe thinges as ſpirituall,,,, 
not corporall,is moſt cuident, 1.Cor.10.3.cited 
heratter by the Qpponent, and they did all eate 
th: ſame ſpirituall meate and did all drinke the ſame þ 
ſpirituall drinke , for they dranke of that ſpiritual Y,,; 
Rock that followed them, and that Rock ws Chrivt. þ. , 
So that as Chriſt is here called the ſpirituall 
Rock, ſoc is he in the places cited in the ob= &;, 
jection, called the ſpirituall way, dore, vine, 
&c. which he truly and really is, without, all 
impropreties of (ignes, or figures, for others || 
Tiſh Proteſtants make,this is my Body,to be 
thisis 4 ſune of my Body, loc muſt they lay I am 4 
dore , is as much, as I am the fizue of a woodden 
dore, which were both blaſphemous,and ridi- 
calous,bcing applied to our Saulour. | 
' Obietion. 
And if he was in a figuratiue manner a q 
dore,a vine ; why may not bread be is body 
Higuratiuely?and why ſhculd they thinke it is 
alef{c change, for our Sauiqur to call his bod 
bread,then to call bread his body?doubceleſſe 
he called his body bread in reſpe& of the 
nouriſhement which a faithtull "ar receaues 
in the Sacrament; euen ſo the bread is the 
body of Chriit facramentally and taketh ſc 
the name of the body of Chriſt as being a fas þþ 
cred {ipne or Sacrament thereof. | 
| Anſwer. 
I haye before giuen the reaſon of this diffe= 


Iences 


vw” — 
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ence, for certaine it js that in this propoſition 

proteſtant doctrine by the word thi, is 
1onified reall and materiall bread, and by my 
dy the reall body of Chriſt, where of they 
vil hauc this materiall bread to be aſigne now 

the other propoſition:my)fleſh is mear,or I am 
he bread &Cc. though the words my fleſh and 1 
onific really nod truly our Sauiour and 
is acred body ; yet the word bread cannot 
ny way fignific truc and materiall bread: for 


* be expreſlely calles it the bread that came down 


om heauen : the bread that gines life to ſuch as 
yorthyly eate it , and lining bread. which can. by 
oe meanes agree with bread made of wheat 
rany other corne, 

Hence therefore apcares that the fleſh of 


pur Sauiour;,or he himſclfe are neither a Sa- 


ramct, nor afigne of viſible and vſuall bread: 
or it would want little of blaſphemy to fay 
hat our Sauiour or his ſacred body were a figne 
f 4 loafe of breadwhich ſceing it is ſo,there can 
e thence noe argument drawn that bread is 
alled the body of our Sauiour becaule it is a 
one of his body:but rathcr the quite contrary 
ur Sauiour or his bleſſed flcth are tuly and 
cally liying bread,lite giuing bread, heauenly 
read, ſpirituall bread. Therefore that which 
ur Sauiour gaue his diſciples was truly and 
cally his reall and naturall body:or thus,that 
read of our Lord,that heauenly, living ſpiri= 
_—_: =. nl tu; 
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tuall which the Apoſtles receaucd from the 


hands of our Sauiour, was his truc \ubſtantiall 


body. TO 

But if by the words: this is my Body: ſhould 
be vndcritood true yiſitble bread,asin the ob. 
jection they are, there will be noc other pa- 
rity or conſequence ſaue this: or Sauiour calls 
his fleſh bread becaule it js true liuing , hea- 
uenly bread:therefqre a peece of comon bread 


3s called the body of Chriſt becauſe it is a | 


figne of his body:which is quite out of joynt, 

Now ceftrainely ( to anſwer the queſtion 
hee propounded) it is much leſle ſtrange for 
our Saniour to call himſclfe meat, or Faing 
ſpirituall bread &c. then to call a piece of 
wheaten bread his true and reall body; for he 
15 truely the one, but naturall bread can ncucr 
be the other. 

Concerning the other queſtion firſt pro- 
pounded , why may not bread be his body 
figuratiuely ? if it had been ſet down in this 
manner:why might not bread haue beene his 
body, figuratiuely > I would haue anſwered 
that there is no reaſon but it might, as were 
the figures of the old law and amongſt 
them the bread of propoſition, and of Mc 
chiledech , and many ſuch like types of 
the old Teſtament : but the reaſon why it 
may not now be ſo in this Sacrament is bes 
6aulc I haue ſhewed that according to the 
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firſt inſtitution ,'it was our Sauiours will to 
change bread into his body: and ſo not being 
atall, it could not be his body figuratiuely: 
neither can a figuratiue ſenſc ſtand with the 
truth ofthis propoſition:This is my Body which is 
given for you. That which is laſtly added that 
bread is a Sacrament of his body,cannot ſtand with 
the Proteſtant doArine:for they define inthe 


| little catechiſme in the common prayer books 


a Sacrament to be an outward viſible figne of an i= 
ward ſpiritual grace. now certaine it is that our 
Sauiours body was as outward and viſible to 
the Apoſtles in the firſt inſtitution as was the 
bread it ſelfe , and ſo neither an inward nor 
ſpirituall grace,and conſequently it could not 
bea Sacrament ofit. and it noe Sacrament, it 
could be noe fione of it. tor Proteſtants ack« 
nowledge noe other ligne here then a ſacra- 


| mental ligne: and though after our Sauiours 


alcenſion we cannot actually ſee his body by 
reaſon of the diſtance berwixt vs, yet that 
makes it 'not an inward fpirituall grace , for 


| then Rome and Conſtantinople would be 


{pirituall ro thoſe that liue in theſe climates 
becauſe for the ſame reaſon they cannot ſec 
them.and yet much leſſe could the body of 
our Sauiour, either in the firſt inſtitution or at 
any time after , be termed an' inward grace 
according to Proteſtants: and yet we are not 
coltrained ro acknowledge that there isnot a 
K.} Sacra« 
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Sacrament, for it ſignifies that heauenly an 
diuine grace which by vertu of it isgiuen 
nouriſh our ſoules which is truly inward an 


Jpirituall:and that which ſenſibly appeares if 


it,and is called by diuines Sacramentum t 
tum, is a facramentall figne of our Sauiou 
ſacred body inuifibly bur truly exiſtent vnde 
thoſc ſhewes or ſpectesin this Sacrament, an 


nouriſhing our ſoules and bedyes(and ſo maſ 


| berruly and properly called a fpirituall gra 


or gitt)and that inward alſo when it is ſacr| 


mentally receiued. And noe lefle is it now! 
{acramental commemoratiuc ſigne of tht 


paſſion , death and ſufferings of our Sauiouſſh 


which arclong ſince paſt,and ſo become no1 
anuilible , work ing myſtcriouſly and merite 
riouſly in this haly Sacrament. 

If here ſhould be replyed that hence woull 


follow that this Sacrament might alſo in thi 
firſt inſtitution haue beena ſigne of our Sh 


uiours death & ſufferings repreſenting then 
as preſently to follow:and {o theſe words(Thi 
is my Body) might haue this {enſe:this bread is1 


repreſcntatiue ſigne of my body as inftanth; 


ſiffering and dying vppon the Croſſe: which 
death and ſufferings were then inviſible be 
cauſe they were not then exiſtent. I anſwer 


that our Sauiour might haue pleaſed accord 


ing to his abſolute power to hauc inſtituted 
Yuch a Sacrament, but becauſe we haue neither 
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Scripture nor tradition that he inſtituted 
ere any fuch: and the words of the inſtitu- 


Won, This « my Body, are properly and litterally 


o be ynderſtood when there is nothing that. 


Ponſtraines vsto the contrary; we denyecthat 


py ſuch typicall or empty fſigne as this was 


BYctually conſtituted by our Sauiour in the in- 


itution of this Sacrament ; eſpecially ſecing 
hat the paſchall lamme repreſented much 


ore liuely and pertectly the paſſion of Chriſt 


Wen the bread and wine: and that ſuch typi- 


all repreſentations were proper to the old 


Ww which-was the ſhadow of things to Comes 


ind for Proteſtants they muſt conteſſe that 
hey hauc noe ground 1n Scripture for any 
ther _— of our Sauiouts paſſion, then by 


ay of commemoration or remembrance, 


Which ſuppoſes his ſuffering and death: paſt, 


nd not to come,as I haue already prouucd- 
ind though it were gratis admitted that in 

is Sacrament ſuch a prefipuratiue ſigne of 
ur Sauiours paſſion was exhibited in the 
rſt inſtitution , yet this would noe more 
linder the reall preſence neceſſarily required 
dy vertu of this propolition,this is my Body GCC. 
en its being now a commemotatiue {igne 


1 f his ſaid paſſion , as I hauc declared and 
"PÞroucd alrcady. 


Obje- 
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_ ObicAion. 
In the old and new Teſtament it is vſual 
to call the fignes by the names of that they 
fignifie, why then ſhould it be thought ſtran. 
e that our Saiitour in this Sacrament(calling 
Predd his body and wine his blood ) ſhoul 
ſpeake in the lame manner. 


Anſwer. 

I haue now ſhewed againſt Proteſtants in 
theſe principles that there was noe facra- 
mentall ſigne of the body of our Sauiout in 
the firſt infirution of this Sacrament:(Chriſs 
body hauing been then as vilible and preſent 
as the bread and conſequently noe [An a 
all; and if noe fipne : the true and reall body 
as the opponent hath granted. Though there- 
fore where the Scripture giueth cleare euidccſ 
that there is a ſigne, or that it may be cleare.Þ 
ly gathered thence , that the figne ſhould be 
called by the name of the thing ſignified, yet 
there is great realon where noe ſuch euidence 
1s, but rather to the contrary,that our Sauiout 
ſhould not ſpcake in the ſame manner;neithet Þ 
Is it - conuinced by all the textes alleadged 
preſently by the opponent , that fignes, arc 


called by the names of the things ſignified ot 
be that which they doe ſignific ; as will ap- 
pcare by the particulars, 


Obje- 
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ſual Circumciſion is called the couvenant with 
they od. This is my couuen.nt betweene ine and you. now 
ran it the word conmenant , mult be taken fora 
Wh pne of the couucnant , the line following; 
uloeweth,where God faid: and it {hall bea ſigne 
the counenant betweene me and you. 


Anſwer. 


There were two couucnants or pats mads- 
herweene God and Abraham in this chapter, 
he firſt ver. 2.2.4.6.7;3. which was of the 
auour of God promiſed to Abraham and his 
ed. The ſecond v.9.19.11.&c.which was of 
\brahams obedience and his childs&s towards 
od.whereto he obliged them in taking Cit 
umciſ1on: now this | ok couuenant was a 
confirmation , ſigne or ſeale of the firſt on 
\brahams part : and ſo though being conſt 
dered abſolutely in it ſelfe, it was a true and 
call couucnant, yet in regard of the former 
couuenant it was a figne or ſcale as S: Paul 
calls it:and ſo it is called here both a couuc- 
nant, and afigne of the couuecnant that is, of 
the firſt, as it one ſhould make 2 couucnant 
with an other of interiour note : firſt that 
he would fauour and patronize him in all 
things ; and then that the other might ſhew 
his gratitude , and acceptation of this couuc= 
Aaant 
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Gen.1y, 
V.10.tt, 


Hebr. 4; 


V.Ll, 


| would ſtand meerely inthe words cited, onsf}y,. 
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nant on his part,he makes an other that onc: 
ayeare he ſhould come aud wayte on him a 


his table. This ſecond couucnant would be a thi 


- truereall a part of the couucnant or agreemiaſſ 6b! 


between them, as the firſt; and yet would be th 
a confirmation , ratification , figne or ſcale offff co 
the fornier. Now that this ſccond was a trurſff of 
couuenant, is cuident outot the words, for i 0! 
isa true command, obligation, or 1ntunction na 
of God accepted of by Akraham, which being Re 
done , God of his part obliged himſclfe tofff fai 
ſtand to his former couucnant of ſhewing hi thi 
grace and mercy vnto Abraham and hiſſ o 
children.So that that which the objcis (aio p9 
that the word couucnant is here taken forſſſ| bu 
the ſigne of the counenant : it it meancs _ an 
that it ſignifies not a true couucnant in it fel 
which was afigne of a former couucnant, i <91 
farre from the truth. And though this ſolution 


be cleare and cannot be queſtioned,yer if one 


might caſcly anſwer that the obligation of cit- 
cumciſzon put here vppon Abraham and his 

children was a true couucnant, but the actual 

performance and execution, that is,circumci- 

tion in it ſelfe performed vppon the Iſraclites 

was a {igne of this obligatory couuenant. and 

ſoit is menin eft packum meym SCC. ar 

cumcidetur.this is my counenant &c.exery mal child 

ſhall be circuncifed, that it may be a ſigne of the © 
| - Coune- 
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ll couenant between me” atid you , that is, that 
theacuall circumcifion -may be a figne- of 
this couucnant. So that neither is here the 
obligation 16 be circumciſed , called a figne of 
tl the counenant, nor circumcition called: the 
couuenant as the opponent affirmes, not out 
of Scripture, but from the Proteſtant- ploſle 
or addition to it. And theſc an{wers which I 
haue giuen are clearly:contirmed by $. Paul 
Rom.4.v:11-where ſpeaking of Abraham he 
hid: he tooke the ſigne of circumciſion, the ſeale of 
the juſtice of faitls &c,th.ct he might be the father 

all beleeuers : where nct the obligation ape 
pointed by Allmighty God to be circumciſed, 
but circumciſion” is {clte is called -the figne, 
and chiefly the figne or ſcale of his being the 
father of all -belecuers , which was the fri 
couucnant here made with him, 

+ oh Objection. 

_ Sothe lambe of the Paſſouet was called 
the Paſſeouer becauſe it d1d figure the paſſing 
oucr of the Angell, 


__ Anſwer. en: 

- The Scripture in this place callsnot expreſs 

fely the Lambe the Paiſcour. Te ſhall gird your 
loines and put ſhooes on your feet, holding ſtaues in your 
irs pandes, and ye ſhall eate haſtily for it s the Paſſeouer 
bild of our Lord, the hebrew hath it the Pallcouer 
theo our Lord, which whether it be meant of. 
a6- S the 


290 Scriptute miſtaken. 
thelambe it ſelfe,or of the whole compliment 
of the ceremonics'required , ot of thc lambe 
as caten inthat manner or order impotts little, 
becauſe it makes nothingat all apainſt vs. for 
we muſt obſcrue that the word paſch4 hath a 
double ſenſe : ſometimes it is taken properly 
and'primarily for the reall paſſing of the An- 
gell from: one houſe to another through 
Egypt : at other timesand that 'commonily 
xnptopetly, or figuratiuely for the ſolemnity 
or feat ordained on that day when he palled, 
and fo yearely vppon the ſame in inſuing ages. 
Thus we take ordinarily the- words Natiuity, 
Reſurrection, Alcenſiorr of our Lord, cither 
for his reall birth; rifin g from the dead or his 
aſcending.into heauen; or for the ſolemnities 
ot Chriſtmas, Eaſter or Aſcentton : and to 
come to our putpoſc we take the word, Corps 
Chriſti, the body of Chriſt either for his real 
and true body , or for the feaſt in honour of 
his body called amongſt vs (Corpus Chriſti) fo 
that vppon that day one might ſay: Hic dies 
corpus Chrifli. this day is Corpus Chrifti,, 
Now the ſame was amongſt tlic Iewes;and 
inſtituted by Allmighty God in this place: (o 
that by the word Peſach or Paſſcouer way yn- 
derſtood not the reall paſſiug ouer of the An- 
gcll,butthe feaſtor Paſſcouer in honour of it 
and ſo it is not called in hebrew ( as I haue 
noted) the paſſing ouer of out Lord, but;to ſ- 
"pn Eord; 
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Lord; that is in his honour for the great be» 
nefit repteſented in the feaſt of the Paſcha, 
Now Che Scripture had faid : This is that 
very Paſſcoucr whereiti our Lord killed fo 
many thouſand Egyptians,and faucd ſo many 
of our forefathers , as here is : This is mly Body 
which is braken for you. This is my blood which ſhall 
be ſhed for many for the remiſſion of (ines, whereby 
the words body and blood are determined to 
his reall body and blood . for noe figure or 
type of them was brooken or ſhed for our 
finnes : itinight haue had ſome ſhew of pari- 
ty. for then muſt the paſchall lambe nceds 
haue been called the reall paſſage of the an. 
ell, and not the feſtiuityes nominated by the 
= word:Thus vppon Corpus Chriſti day one 
may ſay: This day is the body of our Lord; 
vnderſtanding by Corpus Chriſti, the folemnity 
ſo called as it is ordinarily vnderſtood: it 
might well paſſc.hut if one ſhould ſay vppon 
that day : Hic dies eſt Corpus Chrifti quod pro nobis 
datum eſt: this day is the body of Chriſt whieh ſo many 
hunderd yearcs 4 goe: was giuen for our ſaluations 
all the world would condemne him noe lefle 
of 'foolery then of falſhood and impiety. 
Though therefore the thing it ſelfe, and the 


x 


iture, memoriall and ſolemnity of it may 
be called by the ſame name in a latge or ge= 
nerall icception (thus the picture of Czfar is 
called Czfar, the folemnity of Corpus Chriſti is 
T 2 callcd 
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called Corpus Chrifti ) yet when there be cer. 
tainc other particles and words adtoyned 
which tye it to a ſignification of the thing it 
fclte,and diſtinguiſh it from the piture or me- 
morill of it,then the figure or memoriall can 
ncucr be vnderſtood by that word accom- 
panicd with ſuch adiunds : neither can the 
pourtraict or ſolemnity be eucr ioyncd with 
that word explicated with thoſe faid reſtriQi» 
ue particules. Thus though ſceing the picture 
of the preſcht King of Spaine, I can Gon this 
is King Philliptke fourth:for that word ſigni- 
hes as wel King Phillip painted' as really 
exiſtirig , yet I cannot 4 with truth if the 
word, 6s; be taken in its proper and ſubſtan. 
tiall f1gnification which forthe preſent is ſup» 
poſed I this: is that King Phillip who liucs 
now in Spaine, and whom this picture reprc- 
ſents. neither can I fay ſeeing the King him- 
felue: this is King Philip which ſtands in ſuch 
a chamber painted in bs low countryes: fo! 
that is not the reall, but painted King, ſecing 
therefore tn the words of the inſtitution, that 
which our Sauiour gaue his, Apoſtles is not 
only called his bo which Kappily alone 
were indiſſerent to fignific his body painted 
or recall ; ſubſtantiall or fipuratiue naturall of 
myſtical : but addes this reſtrictive ( which # 
ginen for you ) which particle can agrec only 
with his reall body, the opponent will prout 
nothing 
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nothing at all againſt Roman Cathslikes yn- 
I:flethere be prodnced out of Scripture ſome 
text where $2 word &pnifiing the thing it 
ſelfe , be applyed to the ſigne or figure with 
the ſame reſtritiue and limiting particles, as 
properto that thing it ſelte;as here the word, 
my Body, is affirined of the word,this, and de- 
clared to be.that body which was giuen for 
vs,ſo that the words, my Body which ts broken 07 
giuen for you, can neuer be taken tor any ſigne 
or fipure of his truc body for then a mere 


bgrie of his body ſhould be broken tor ys. 
ObieCtion, 


In the ſame fenſe,the arkethe fipne of the 
preſence of God,is called God.for when the 
arke was brought into the camp, it is ſaid, 
God is come tnto the camp. 


Anſwer, 


It is ſaid ſoindeed but not by the Iſraelites 
which were the faithfull people ot Gad, but 
by the vnbelecuing philiſtines who cſtecm- 
ed the lfraclitcs to vrag an idoll for thcir 


God, aswdll as themſeltes: and the philiſtines 1.King 4: 


feared much and ſaid: God is come into the camp.ant y.7, 
by this argument the opponent may proue as 


well that it was a ſigne of many Gods, bc- ; 
cauſe the philiſtines called it Gods. who wills-King 4, 
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Scripture miſtaken 
ſaue vs from the hands of theſe kigh Gods? theſe art 


thegods &C. 
ObjceQion. 
So the rock is called Chriſt, becaulc-it is 4 
figure. of Chriſt. I 
Anſwer. 
t.Cor.to, The wards arc theſe:They dranky of the ſpiri 
V-4:, Htrallrocke which followed them , but the rothe was 


Chriſt. where ſccing that the text ſpeaks ex« 
preiſely of a ſpiritual rock and fayes that rocke 
was Chriſt,it ſpcakes not of any rocke which 
was aſigne of Chriſt(for that muſt hauc been 
g materiall viſible rocke ) but of that-which 
was Chriſt himſelfe:for he istruly a ſpiritual 
rocke without all fignes and figures, as he is 
our {pirituall phifician , our good ſhepheard 
&c. and this ſpirituall rock only from which 
as the truc nad cauſe that water 
flowed, and which alone can truly be faid to 
haue tollowed the childeren of Iſtacl in the 
deſert, was properly our Sauiour. 


ObieQion. 

The ſcaucn cares arcs 'faid to he ſeaucn 
Yeares. { 
Anſwer, 

Certaine itis that Pharao knew well enough 


that thoſe were not reall but imaginary cares 
$: | : tramed 
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framed in his phantaſie in time ofhis dreame, 
and fo neuer intended to demand what th 

wecre in themſclues, but what they portetided, 
or what was ſignified by them, torit was the 
interpretation of-hisdreame which he ſought 
for.and if Ioſeph had anſwered him that theſe 
ſcaucn eares were cettaine repreſentations 
which-paſſed in his minde {as in themlclues 
they truly were)he would hauc-deſcrucd dif 
grace and puniſhment , rather then praiſe 
and reward': for Pharao knew that as well as 
he. Ioſeph therefore anſwered according to 
Pharaos jntention , that thoſe ſeauen cares 
fignified ſeanen yeares: and though jn the 
Engliſh and Latin be the word(are)are ſcauen 
yeares/ſeptem ſunt anni : yet the Hebrew ac= 
cording to the proprictic.of that hnguage, 
hath noe word cxpretly fipnifiing (are) which 
may { for any thing that can be conuincc 

{rom the Hebrew text)haue aswell the verbe 
ſianifie or repreſent vnderſtood as the yerbc,are, 


ſeauen eares , ſeatren yeares, that is, ſeauen eares 


Hhpnific or prefigure ſeaucn-yeares : ſo that 
ſtanding cloſe to the originall the argument 
proues nothing. yet thaugh we ſhould with 
the Engliſh tranſlation vnderitand the words 
are ſeauen yeares, yetit would proueas little: tor 
they were certaine Hheroglyphikes , emble- 
mes , or characters defining or preſcribing 
what was portended by the dreame.noe othet= 
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296 Scripture miſlaken 
wiſc then when one ſecing a virgin painted 
with-her eycs blinded and a paire. of jg 
her hand , ſhould aske , what is this? if one 
ſhould anſwerhim that itis a pi.Fyre.drawne 
vppon a painted cloth, he would ſcarce hauc 
patience with ſuch-a tolly or mockery: for he 
cauld not prudently be ſuppoſed, to demand 
that which he ſaw with his eyes. but if i 
ſhould bc anſwered that it is inſtice, he would 
preſently be ſatisfied.. or ifonewho I know, 
could read Latin,and not vnderſtand it ſecin 
this word,d»1w,ſhould aske me what it _ 
I ſhould anſwer: him that it is, domwus, he 
mightthinke I mocke him : but if I anſwered 
him that it is houſe, he would take it for an 
anſwer. but if I knew he could not yet read, 
I might anſwer him that the word he asked 
me was,domus:thus according to the different 
circumſtances and reaſons that one hath to 
iudge that he who demandes , what this or 
that is,intends to know eitherwhat it is ſub- 
ftanrially in it.ſc]te,or ſigniticantly in reſpe& 
of ſome other thing which it figures out vnto 
vs, the anſwer js to. be framed ;, but yet with 
this caucat, thar when the ſubic& of the de- 
mande is a thing abſolute of: it ſelfe, and not 
a ſ1pne, figure, or cmbleme of anothcr thing, 
then we are truly to anſwer what it is ſub- 
ſtantially in it ſclfe ; vnleſſe it be cleare that 
the demanders intention be to know what in 
BEEN ſome 


cales.in 
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ſome extraordinary caſc it ſignifies. but when 
the ſubie& in queſtion is it ſelfe a ſigne, figu- 
re,cmbleme or repreſentation of ſome other 
thing , it is to be anſwered what it {1gnifies, 
ynlefſe it appeates cuidently or very probably 
that the intention of the demand 1s to know 
not what it ſignifies, but whart it is. | 
Thus when Pharao demanded what thoſe 
eares weare , they being only conceiued by 
him to be certaine preſapes' or tokens of ſo+ 
mething elſe, noe man could in common ſenſe 
anlwerhim bur by telling him what was pre- 
laged or intended by them. that is, what they 
were in that {conſe in which he B92" 
which anſwer could not be true in any othex 
ſenſe then a figuratiue. for when Ioleph gaue 
this anſwer that ſeauen eares were ſeaucn 
yeares,had he vndcrſtood it properly and ſub- 
ſtantially, it had concluded a formall contra- 
dition and implication in the termes. For it is 
impoſſible that the thoughts of ones head 
which paſſe in.an houre ſhould be truly and 
really one or many ycarcs.So the truth ot holy 
Scripture and Iolephs anſwer neceffarily re- 
ey a figuratiue Cond had our Sauiour 
aid as expreſlcly , this bread which you ſee is my 
budy,as Toleph faid ſeauen eares are ſeauen yeares, 
he ſhould haue beene vnderftood to haue 
boken for the fame reaſon only in a figura- 
tue ſenſe. but ſecing he neither ſayd, nor ins 


Ts tended 


' 


2:98 Scriptere miſlahey 
tended to fay any ſuch matter, hut only, Tix 
# my Body 8cc.that is,this which I am now to 
Siuc you , and you receaue is my body ( as] 
ave ſhewed) he myſt be ſuppoſed to afhirme 
1n arcall, proper and ſubſtantiall ſenſe without 
all ſignes or figures, that that which he was 
then about to giue them was histruc body.tor 
the word this Path 12 it ſelfc andin thoſe cir. 
cumſtances ſignifying a thing abſolute ia it 
{<lfe and noe _. or tipure,as the word ears 
doe in the place obiected, cannot be thought 
to haue any figuratiue ſignification : neithg: 
the word; my body ( being expreſſed by that 
which followes, which is ginen for you to be his 
reall body)can be impropetly nor figuratiuch 
wndcrſtood to ſighitye a figne, figure,remens 
brance or commemoration 6f his body tori: 
was not a figne, figure and remembrance 
His body , but his reall and true body which 
was piuen for vs.neither can there be any tt 
gure or impropricty in the word,is,as though 


it were _— but ſignifies or commemorates 


for ſeeing the ſubiect of the propofition thi 
that is, which Iam to giue, and the predicate, 
my Body which is ginen for yon : properly vndet- 
ftood,can be truly and really the one affirmed 
of the other thus : This which 1 az to giue you, i 
zeally and ſubſtantially my body which is ginen for you 
according tothe rules of all good interpretels 
a: muſt be vaderſtood ſo as the opponent allo 


_* ackows 


mcmoriall vntohim, that if he obeycd Godg 
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f acknowledged before. if therefore the oppo- 


nent, or any other Proteſtant will proue any 
thing againiſt vs in this particular, there mult 
be produced ſome text of Scripture where a 
propoſition(all things conſidered) can be ve- 
rityed in a reall and proper ſenſe: as'I haus . 
proucd this propofition: This is my Body which'is 
viven for you , can be, and yet isto be vndete- 
ſtood figuratiuly and improperly. for ſo long 
as pr —_ ptopoſitions which cannot 
poſhbly be ynderſtood in a reall and proper 
ſenſe as this-is which they haue cited : ſeauen 
eares are ſeausn yeares , and the like, there is a 
manifeſt diſparity , becauſe the former can 
yery connaturally be vnderſtood in a pro- 
per ſenſe, and theſe not,and the fundamental 
and ynanſ{werable reaſon is becaule the words 
of Scripture as alſo 'of all other authours, 
muſt be vnderſtood properly when ſocuer 
they can be vnderſtood "4 or when nothing 
compels ys to:the contrary, + 


ObieCtion. 

Euen before the fall of Adam there were 
two trees, the ohe whercof 'was called the 
tree of life, becauſe it was a ſigneand memos 
fall to Adam that ſolong as he obeyed God, 
he ſhould inioye life:the other of knowledge 


of pood and cul , becauſe itwasa figne and 


ZOO | Scripture miſtaken 
he ſhould know by experience the diffeÞ*! fc 


retice betweene good and cuill. 'F _ 
WI, | VICE 


Anſwer, 


Theſe are only glofſes and additions tf .; 
Scripture contrary to what was before pro-ſ}, W 
miſcd.where read you inthe Bible that thoſeſÞ*©. 
two trees were" fo called 'becaule they wereſſf 3 
fipnes,the one of fe, the other of knowledge atel) 
of good and evill? if there be any fuch place"? . 
why was itnot cited in the margent ?'if noeſſ 
fuch,what can it be but gloſſing and adding 
to Scripture?8& not only without, but againk my * 
Scripture,in the very places cited, it we ſtand 
to the expreſſe words ? for if the tree of life 
had been fo called only becauſe it was a ſigne}. 
or memoriall to* Adam thit fo. long as heÞ” 
obcycd God he ſhould cnioye life; as the ob 
jection affirmes, why then did God Allmighty 
prouide encn after his diſobedience” that he" 
ſhould not cate of the tree of life by purting af 
Gen.z. y, <hcrub in the way leaſt by cating he ſhould 
23-24. liue for cuer? | Buy | 
pF Thus farre I haue anſwered the objection), 
and laid 'open the miſtakes which are extant" 
In the paper: ſome others there are which arc 
commonly objected and mainely ftood'yppon 
by our aduerſfaries in this moſt weighty 
point-of the reall preſence , leaſt thereforcY' 
ſome might ftik yppon them , as not being : 
'© 4 0 I | Ow ; ; ; ye 
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et folued,, I will propound diftintly ſome 
fthe cheefof them obſcruing the methode 
yhich I held beforc,of objetion and anſwer. 

| _ObieQion. | 

9 What ſoeucr may be anſwered to any fi-. 
ure of figne in theſe wordes , my body which 
;giuen for you, as being ſo cleare and determi= 
ately ſignifying the reall body of Chriſt,yet 
#hy cantherenot be a figure in the word,#, 
rhich may be as much as, ſignifies, ſo that 
+ fiole words of our Sauiour This is my Body: 
| ry haue this ſenſe: this fignifies my Body? 


_ Anſwer. 
I haucin effe& already fatisfycd this diffi« 
eFfilty , orat leaſt giuen ſufficient grounds to 
\{-tstye it. for the word,#,is neuer to be drawn 
n its ordinary and proper fignification 
e(#hen it can with all conucniency retaine it, 
aL haue inſt now demonſtrated,it may herc, 
4@-!11de that which is more clecre and known, 
nfot prudently be ſignifyed by that which 
;mote obſcure and remoteefrom our know 
edge, now the body of Chriſt viſibly preſent 
efore the eyes of the Apoſtles was more 
ecrely known to them then the ſignificant 
pure of the bread,and ſo could not be figni- 
red without abſurditic by the bread in time 
l the firſt inſtitution of this Sacrament, as if 
| EE Iſhow 
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' proteftant , but he ſayes; that the fleſhprofiteth 
- nothing , and ſeeing he had ſpoken much be- 
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I ſhow miy naked hand to any otic , it werd 
abſurd to hold vp my gloue to fipnitic that, 
my-hand is there, x5 TR 
. Further, had the bread then barely ſipnifyed 
the body of Chriſt as preſently after to ſuffer, 
itewould haue bech -a bare type and figure of þ 
his paſſion, as was tlic Paſchall Lamb, and {of 
a ſhaddow of things to come, proper to the 
old law, and conſequently would not hauc 
been a Sacrament ofthe law. of grace, as cri 
tainly,according to all, it was, 
Objettion. | 

| When the Tews thought that our Sauiour 
would ge them his true fleſh to cate, he cor- 
reed theyr errout and tould them , it is tle 
ſhirit that quickeneth,the fleſh. profiteth nothing, the 
words which 1 ſpeake wnto you , are ſpirit and life, 
therefore our Sauiour giues vs not his reall 
flcſh to cate. 


| et 
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Anſwer, 


| Sayes our Saviour here my fleſy profiteth 
nothing?2where find ou that?noe, replies the 


fore of his own fleſh; what can he be thought 
to meane by the, flefh, but his own ?. and can 
any Chtiſtian thinke that he meant his own, 
vnleſſe he denic that he is redeemed by the 
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verd@orments, and death of Chriſt,or eſteeme his 
ntgdemption noc profit:*Þr dare a Chriſtian 
-. ,ſntertaine ſo baſe aw'opinion of Chrifts'moſt 
yed acred ant diuine fleth, asto thinke that it is 
fer, oppolition to the Spirit of God,as the fleſh 
- 0! ere mentioned, 15 affirmed to be by our Sa- 
fo jour, 2 is the ſpirit that quickneth, the fleſh profi= 
the Þ.1þ nothing:or where through the whole Bible 
ue Bhall they finde, fleſh contraditind from ſpirit,as 
here they are , wherby is not meant, our cor 
upt natute , our fleſhly immaginations , our 
bw and naturall diſcourſes, ignorance, mali= 
ce,&c.and muſt it only here ſignify the fleſh 
 Bof Chriſt?is not this Scripture miſtaken! it is thee 
 Erforc of the Iews: carnall and grofle vnder- 
he ſtanding: whereof he ſpeakes , Which was 
t Ewholy oppoſite to: the true ſpirit , light, and 
% lite of God,which/made them immagine that 
ll Four Sauiour would cut out peeces/ of fleſtv 
from his body and giue itthem tocate,or per- 
nit himſelfe tobe viſibly cut and quartered, 
243meat is at the ſhambles, and ſo roſted, and 
1 Featen by them, as S. Auguſtine obſerues inthis 
© place, which naturall, and carnalFdiſcours our 
h Sauiour affirmes to profit nothing}, and not 
” his own moſt pureand heauenly fleſh: vnder- 
" toodaright only by true faith, which he calls 
! Fbcre the Spirit, or ſpirituall light. it will be 
 Flaid,that we affirming that our Sauiours fleſts 
Ftruly caten by vs though not in ſogroſle 
amas 
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a-maner', are. no leſſe condemned by our'S: 
- viour, for our carnall ynderſtanding of thi 
miſtery,thenwere the Capernaitcs. I auſ{wer, 
that there is asmuch difference berwixrt vsin 
this particular, as there was betwixt S.Ioſeph 
and Herod, abour our Sauiours natiuity , tor 
though both of them vnderſtood that he had 
true fleſh , and was borne of a woeman, yet 
Herod imagined that he was conceiued and 
borne in the-ordinary maner of other childr; 
that he was a.mere man, &c. and was holy 
ignorant both of his mothers virginity , and 
Har his humaine-ſoul and body were ynitcd 
to the diuine perſon. Thus the Capernaites 
hauing no more-knowledye of his diuinity 
then Herod had,thought that his fleſh wasto 
be eaten.after the fame ordinary maner that 
other meates vic to be caten , merely: to feed 
the _—_ went noe farther. But all true 
Catholiques belecue , that his ſacred: fleſhis 
living, and vnitedto the diuine perſone, and 
caten by vs,though truly,and really as he was 
truly and really borne, yet aftera moſt pure, 
heauenly ,-and in effable manner as he was 
brought into this world , wherby his bleſſed 
flcth cof1dered abſolutely in it (elte is neythe? 
rent, nor torne, nor deuided, nor conſumed, 
but remainesas whole, perſe& and intire,after 
he is eaten by vs as it was before , as the A« 
poltle S. Andrew ſais, In this mancr,though 
gur 
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pur Saviour ſpoake of his reall fleſh,yet were. 
his words Spirit and Life,noe lefſe then the(C 


words of S.[ohn, the word was made fleſh,and 2 Ioan., 


thouſand ſuch like are , though they ſpeake 
of the: true fleſh of our Sauivour: becaule his 
very fleſhit ſelfe by reaſon of its vnion to the 
diuine perſon, and glorious proprieties wholy 
difped.and ſpiritualizd, in {uch ſort that re- 
cciuing it we recciue a Spiritual body , though 
truc and reall;Here the earneſt Reformer wull 
tell mee that I ſpeake contradicons , fot 
{tis as vnpoſlible that a body ſhould be fpiri= 
tuall,as £& pirit corporall,I an{wer.[fI ſpeake 
cotradidtions,IT hauc learned them out of the 
Proteſtant Bible,and common prayer bookez 
where $.Paul ſaycs of a body after the reſtir= 
tection , it is "nk a naturall body itriſes a 
Spirituall body. And yet this wonder full body 
of Chriſt,cxiſts in the Sacaament much more 
like a ; then doth any other glorious body 
according to ordinary prouidence;viz,whole 
inthe whole hoſt,arid whole in cuery part of 
t,as the ſoul exiſts in the body , an! Angel in 
the place he poſſciſes,and God in the world; 
And as this admitable body,hath the propric= 
tics of a Spirit, ſo hath it the propertics ot life, 
being liuing bread , and giuing life eternall 
tthoſe who worthily recciue it,as our Sa« 
wour pronounces of it, and according to 


$.Ilohn,what was made in him was life; diuinity, Ioan, t; 


and 
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atid humanity,and foul, and body, and flefh, 
and blood in him are all life, foc great reafot 
had ourSawour to ſay, ſpeaking of them, the 
words which 1 hae ſpoaken to you are ſpirit,atud life, 
Theſe are the checte arguments againſt the Þ m 
recall preſence which Proteſtants vic to draw be 
from Scripture ; others there are firtct for 
heathens, then Chriſtians, which they draw 
from narurall re.ſon , where to though I be 
not oblidgcd toan{wer,in this treatis, yer bc p 
cauſe I amexceedingly deſirous to giue alltheſ Y 
datisfation I am able to eucry one ; I will 
breefly ſer the checfe of them dowh, and as 
breefly anſwer them, but becauſe I ſuppole iN | 
for the preſent that I diſpute apainſt ſuch 3} {6 
make profeſſion to be Chriſtians , I eſtceme || hc 
my ſelte to have giuen a ſufficient ſatisfaction | th 
to theyr difficultics, if I giuc them cleare ins 
ſtances in ſome article of Chriſtran faith 
which they belecue, wherein they muſt ſolue 
the like difficulty , to that which -they vrgs 


from naturall reaſon againſt this myſtery. 
Obje& ton, 
How cat accidents exiſt without a ful-J , 
ſtance,as here tlicy muſt doc? 
Anſwer, 
How can a humanc vature ſubſiſt without 
its propet perſonaliry,as in the Incarnation of 


Chriſt it cuſt dee ? valeiſe Proteſtants with 
I i 


lis 
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Neſtoriys will grant that in Chriſt be two 
Perſons, 4k FEE, 
ObjeQion. 

How can one and the fame body be in 
many places at the ſame time, as they muſt 
be it the reall preſence be true, 

|  Anſyer, {Os 

How can one and the fame ſoul, Angel, 
and God be in many places atthe fame ryme, 
which they mult be if theyr ſpiricuality , and 
Gods vbiqtity be true, 

| Objettion. = 
How can the parts of our Saujours body 
ſo penetrate one an other that the whole: 
body may be confeyned in the leaſt part of 
the hoſt,or drop of the chalice? | 

Antwer. | Fa.” 
. How can the body of our Sauiourpenes. 
trare the dore and paſſe th rough his mothers 
wombe,when they both remayned ſhut? 

=;  Oonion. 

How ſhould the body of our Sauiour in 
the conſecrared hoſt be diſtinguiſhed from 
others,when it is put amonglt them? 


: | Anſwer. LE en 01 - 

| How ſhould a diopof our Sauiours blood. 
& giſtinguiſhcd' from* the blood of other 
V 2 gneny 
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mixed with them? 
ObjeCion, | 

If onr Sauiours fleſh'and blood be really 
preſent in the Sacrament, then cats and Rats 
may cate them? 

Anſwer. 

If our Sauiors fleſh! and blood were truly 
inthe paſſion, particles of his ſacred fleſhbcin 
rent of, and drops of his blood ſhed here ws, 
there, then dogs and cats might hauc as well 
eaten them, | 

ObjeQion. 

How is it poſſible that the whol bulke of 
a mans body ſhould be folight, thata fly ſhould 
be able-to crary it? 

Anſwer. 

How ſhould the whole bulke of a mans 
body beſo light, that it ſhould mount vp like 
a flame offyer, into heauen ? as our Sautours 
did in his aſccnfion? 

| Objection. 

| If there be ſo many miracles , as you muſt 
hold' wrought by our Sauiour , in the reall 
preſence , why were none of them ſcene , as 
the othermitacles of Chrilt were? 


Anſwer. 


4a l dt# 


men, if in tyme of his paſſion it had been 


Id 


Againſs the Reall Preſence. 309 
hotd, why were none of them ſcene , as the 
other miracles of Chriſt were? 


Objctiog. 
How can we pry conceiue a body with 


out any cxtention of parts , or locall forine 
and figure? | 


Anſwer. 


How can wee poſhbly conceiue a humaine 
nature ſubſiſting without a humaine perſo= 
nality? 
Objection, 

What difference will there be betwixt 4 
body withour all extention,and locall figure, 
and a ſpirit? 

Anſwer. 


What difference will there be betwixt the 
ſoul of a new borne infant and that of a brute 
beaſt, which cannot aQtually vnderſtand? the 
one hath a power to vnderſtand,will you ſay, 
and not the other ; the one hath a power to 
be extended , and haue a locall figure , lay I, 
and not the other. 


Objection, 

It our Sauiours body be truly in the Sacra- 
ment,then all wicked perſons, and grecuous 
ſinners who frequent it,receiue his truc body 
Into theyr mguthes, and breſts, | 
ns IT" "op on Anf. 
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Anſwer. 

If our Sauiours body was truly in the 
wilderneſle , then the Diwuel receiued it into 
his armes and carryed \t to the pinnacle of 
the temple,and ifit were atrue body' intyme 
of his Paſſon, then Iudas the traitour kiſſed 
Ir,the hard harted Iewes,and Barbarous loul- 
diers tutcht it,abuled it,ſcorgd it,crucifiedit, 
ind 'troad his moſt pretions blood vnder 
their feete,is'not this as much diſgracefull to 
his body, and blood, as now to be recciuct 
into ſinners mouthes? | 


Ob jedtion, 

If there be nothing viſible or ſenſible but 
ſpecics, accidents and tormes of bread, in the 
Sacrament, how ſhall wormes be generated 
from the hoaſt corrupted,or putrif; cd, ſeeing 
they muſt conſilt of matter and ” i , and 
ſo be produced of ſome marteriall ſubſtance, 


FIG 


Antfwer. 

Tf there were nothing but humaine natutc 

in Chrift as man, without humaine perſons 
lity , how could it performe the ations of: 
perſon, ſccing all other ations of men proceed 
from theyr perſons, and not from theyr nu- 
kutes,as the complcate principle 'of them. You 
will ſay, the diuihe perfonality ſupplycd the 
place of humaine pcrlonality in cn 
IM | X ay 
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fay that diuine power. ſupplies the place of na» 
ture in this Sacrament, in producing a matter, 
the Þ after the ſpecies of bread be corrupted , and 
into | the body of quy $auiout ceaſes to be ynder 
c of | them, " ; 


yme Obieion. 

lh But how can an accident performe the 
1;r | office of aſubſtance? 

der Anſwer. 


" But how can the perſonality of one _ 
uel Y ne performe the office of the perſonality of 
an other? 


ObicAion. 


bu | God vnited the diuine perſonality to hu-. 
the mane nature , and ſo it ſubtitts by it, as ſup- 
ted F plying the want ofits own, 


od Anſwer, 

God vnites a matter produced at the cxi- 
gency of nature, to the accidents which were 
of bread,which in the production of wormes 
ui Y from a putrifyed hoaſt ſupplyes the want of 

theyr own, : 
f: Theſe,to my beſt remembrance, are the 
ed cheefe difficultics , which according to the 
| rinciples , of naturall reaſon , our Aduer- 
_ EXT commonly preſſe againſt vs in this «x 
miſtery, in anſwer wherof , I haue playaly 
| yY. 4 ſhewe 3 


JT; Scripture mil aken - 
ſhewed, that they themſelues muſt anſwer x 
great or preater difficultycs, which may be 
oppoled by heathens , and Infidells againk 
other articles of our fajth which they elk 
let them therefore eyther deſiſt to moue any 
ſuch hcathniſh objections as thele, againſt the 
reall preſence; or acknowledge. that whilſt 
they preſſe theſe againſt it, they giue juſt oc- 
caſion to an Infidell to preſſe the like againſt 
themlſclues : which when they haue ſolucd in 
other myſterics, they will haye ſolu'd theyr 
own,apainſt this. | 

' Before Tend this controuerſic, I will ſumme 
vp briefly what I haue faid art large in this 
treatis , that the Reader may haue a full ſight 
of it at ane Vew.fir{t, I haue(according to my 
former methode ) cited the dodtrine of the 
Concll of Trent.whence clearly appeares that 
it conteynes nothing, groſſe and Capernaitis 
Call (as Proteſtants commonly are made bc- 
lecue. ) but a moſt heauenly, pure, myſticall, 
liuing,and ineffable olceice Serondly I have 
cited the words of the Euangelifts and S.Paul 
touching the Inſtitution, which are not only 
moſt clete in themſclues ( as I haue proued) 
butare iudped foe to be both by Martin Lu- 
ther;in his firſt Tome printed arIena,an.r 589; 


Concione 3. de Conteſſione, 8& Sacramento | 


Euchariftiz, parte 2. pap. 329. where after he 


had cited the words ot the Euanygeliſts he | 


id 
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hith thus:Hzc ſunt yerba quiz neque ipſi,ne- 
que ctiam Sathan negare poterit , in que f- 
gendus: pes eft, yt firmiter in tis confiſtamus, 
Sunt autem nuda & planiſſima,quz nullis in- 
terpretationibus cludi poſſunt. Quod & panis 
fit Chriſti corpus.pro nobis traditrnm, & calix 
Chriſti ſanguis, pro nobis effuſus, & iubemur 
illa facere in commemoratione ipſius. 

Theſe are words, which neyther they (he meanes 
Romane Catholicques)nor Sathan can denie, 
vppon Which wee are to fix our foote , that 
we may ſtand immouuablc in them. For they 
are naked and moſt plainc which cannor be 
ſhifted of by any Interpretations. That bread 
sthe body of Chriſt, which is giucn for vs, 
and 'the cup the blood of Chriſt , which is 
ſhed for vs,and that we are commanded to 
doe themy in remembrance of him. Thus Lu« 
ther.which though he here affirmes,to proue 
his*errours, of Conſubſtantiation, and Com=- 
munion in both kindes againſt vs, yet withall 
he clearely, confeſſes that the words are moſt 
mw for the recall preſence of Chriſts true | 

ody,and blood in this holySacrament, which 

be allwayes held. © | 

Theſe texts allo are ſo vndeniably clere,for 
the reall Preſence, that Zuinglius the firſt au- 


Fthour of the Sacramentatics changed the 


word in all the Euangeliſts, and S.,Paul #9 in | 


(Grecke, ef in Latin, in theſe words, This is my 


Vs Bad, 


34 _. apmidurygmiſtaken 
Body,this i; my bloog,into ſignificat, thus, thisfign 
fies my body , this ſignifies my blood , and { i. 
printed them 11 his Bible, dedicated to Fran! 
cis King of France , and printed at Tigurs 
anno 1525. as witneſſes Conradus Sclufſen 
burgh alcarned Proteſtant,in Theologia Cal. 
uiniſtarun le, 2, ar.z. fol.43. And Zuingliu 
- himlelfe approuucs of this his tranſlation tg, 
2.de vera & falsa religione c.5.tol.210. 
And Beza. Tranſlating , thoſe words of 
S.Luke, qui pro vobi effunditur: which is powrd 
ont far yau,pu's, them thus in grecke, 75+ 1 
2TYeANW, GCC T0 Wee ULAW y CHKLY OjPEYOV, Hot 
poculum quod pro vob effunditur, this chalice whi 
w powred out for you,and in his Latin tranſ]ation 
he puts them thus, hqc poculny &c, in ſanguiy 
meo, qui pro vobiy effunditur , which blood is powrel 9 
out for you, referring the word this , to blood 
and nat to chalice , quite contrary ta the 
Greeke conſtruction, which not withſtanding 
he confellesto haue found, in all the anctent 
Grecke copics which he had read,and hauin 
noe other ſhift tg auoyd the force gf the 
words as they ſtand in all theſe Greeke co q 
pics acknowledging that they make quit 
againft hin , he is pur tq that deſperate in(o 
lenſie, as to ſay,that theſe words,which (chal: ? 
cc) is powred opt for you, haue crept out aftht 
margent into the text, by negligece of writeth ; 
and - are not the word of God. ſoc Bezarif] * 
| trans 
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tranſlation Greeke , and Latin , printed , b 
Henry Stecnen,anno 1565. Thirdly, I haue 
.diſcoucred clerely the ſundry groſle miſtakes 
of Scripture, in the words,ir, rake, eate this,doe 
this in remembrance , &c, Fourtly , I haue 
ſh:wed the miſtakes, in the parities brought, 
of I am adore,a vine,a wg Fiſtly,I haue 
liyd open the miſtakes, in the inſtances, of 
othet Sacraments, and figuratiue ſpeeches 
alleadged by the opponent in the old Teſta« 
ment,and many ſuch like mifapplications. 
The maine things where inI ſtand are,that 
the words of S.Luke are foe clerc, that Beza 
hach noe way to auoyd the force of them, 
then by faing that ” crept out of the Mats 
yr = into the text , though he confeſſes ta 
auc found them, as he cites them, in all the 
helf Grecke Copies which he had ſcene. 
lng And ſecondly,that ſeeing theſe words, This 
my Body which i giuen for you , may moſt catily 
in} 2nd connaturally be vnderſtood in a moſt 
j proper ſenſe, without violating any other ar= 
ticle of our faith,or plaine place of holy Scrips 
ture,that they muſt be foe vnderſtood, onlefle 
6. wee will take away all torce from —_— to 
al. proue any thing,and deſtroy the tun ametall 
hefſ rule not only of Interpretation of Scripture, 
bur of all humaine conuerſation , which is, 
that euery one is, ſo be vnderſtood to ſpeake 
nf properly , when nothing conſtraynes to the 
| | + COn® 


/ 
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contrary , ſceing therefore,I haue clearly d; 
monſtrated,;that in the inſtaces alleadged none 
of the. figuratiuc ſpeeches, can be vnderſtool 
in a proper-ſenſe , without the violation 
{ome article of our faith, proceeding accord. 
Ing to-true diſcours , eucn confeſſed by our 
aduerſarios , I conuince allo that they haueſ 
no force to proue , that theſe facramental 
words arc to be ynderſtood figuratiuely, 
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THE SEAVENTH 


ONTROVERSIE 


Concerning Communion 
vnder one kinde. 


heDoQrine of the Church of Ro- 
me, delivered in the Council 
of Freur, 


Sſſ.1 3-C4p.Z. 

F. Emper hzc fides in Eccleſia 
Dei fuit. Statim poſt conſecra« 
tionem verum Domini noſtrt 

$ corpus, verumque eius ſanguis 

= nem ſub panis & vini ſpecie 
na cum ipſius anima & diuinitate exiltere; 

ed corpus quidem fub fpecie patis , & fan« 
puincm ſub vini ſpecic ex viverborum: ipſum 
orpus ſub ſpecie vini, & ſanguinem ſub ſpe- 

ic panis; animamque ſub vtraque vi naturalis 
lius connexionis,& concomitantie, qua pat- 

es Chriſti Domini, qut iam ex mortuis reſut« 
exit,non amplius moriturus, inter ſe copulan- 

£ Bur: Diuinitatem porrd propter admirabilem 
lam eius cum corpore & anima hypoſtaticam 
ynio« 


- 
- 
” 
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vnienem.Quapropter veriſſimum eſt tantum 
dem (ub altetutra fpecic , atque.ſub ver 
contineri, totus enim & integer Chriſtus, 


panis {pecie,& ſub quauis iptius ſpecici parteſer 


totus item ſub vini Gecie, & {ub cius partib 
c_—_ - ,- 
This faith hath been alwayes in the churd 


of God, that preſently after conſecration thelh 
true body and blood of Chriſt did exiſt yndeſhy;, 


the ſpecies of bread, and wine, togeather with] 


his ſoul and diuinity. But his body vnder thi 
ſpeciesof bread, and his blood ynder the ſpe. 
cies of wine, by force of the words : but hi 
body vnder the {ſpecies of wine, and his blood 
yndetthe ſpecies of bread, and his ſoul vndct 
both, by force of thatnaturall connexion,and 
concomitancy, whereby the parts of Chiilt 
our Lord , whois now riſcn trom the dead, 
not to dy any .mare , are ioyned togeathet, 
moreouer alſo his diuinity both with his body 
and ſoul by reaſon of that admirable hypoſts- 
ticall ynion with them, whereforc it is molt 
true, that as much is conteyned vnder eythet 
kinde,as vnder both togeather. for whol and 
intire Chriſt exilts vader the ſpecies or kinde of 
bread, and each part of it, and whol Chrik 


exiſts ynder the ſpecies of wine, and yndet 


each partofit.The lame doctriuc is confirm 
&d.ſctl, 13.can. 3, 


Item 


tut 
di 
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& 
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| | 


aw Item ſeſſ. 21.cap.3. 
ft Inſuper declitat.quamuis Redemptot no« 
arteMer.vr antea dictum cft.in ſuprema 1 cena 
tiduhoc Sacramentum in duabus ſpeciebus inſti- 
crit,6& Apoſtolistradiderit,tamen tarendum 
ſe, etiam ſub alreri tantum ſpecic rerum at= 
ue integrnm Chriftum, verumq, Sacramentum ſu- 
ac propaerca quod ad frucam attiner,nul- 
 pratia,neceſſaria ad (alutem,cos detraudari; 
vi vnam ſpeciem ſolam accipiunt. | 
| Morpouer (the Counci! ) declares, thatall- 
ough: our Redeemer, asis ahoue ſaid, inſti- 
ed this Sacrament in his laſt ſupper vnder 
Moth kindes , yer it is to be confeſſcd , thar 
ynder one only Kinde whol Chrift , and 4 true 
Weccrament is received ; arid therefore , for foe 
ad Yich as bclongs to the fruit , that thoſe 
net lwho receiue it only vnder one kinde,arc not 
od defrauded of any grace,neceſlary to faluation. 


ol Ibidets cap.2. 


Pretereadeclarat , hanc poteſtatem pepe= 
of tuo in Eccleſia fuilſe , vt in Sacramentorum 
** Idiſpenfarione, falui illorum ſubſtantia,ca ſta= 
Ftucret vel mutarert,quz ſuſ-ipicntium vrilitati, 
ſeu iplorum Sacramentotum venerationi,pro 
terum, temporumaac Iocorum yvarictate,magis 
expedire iudicaret. Id autem Apoſtolus non 
obſcure viſus ct inuilſe,cum ait : Sis nos exifti® 1,.Cot. 4; 
| | mer 1,Gorbs 


rem 
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1:Cor.4. 
1.Cor.6. 


fteriorum Dei,atque quidem hac poteſtate viun 


320 ,_ Soiptremiſlikey , 
met homo, vt miniſtres Chriſti, + diſþen ſatores 1 


eſſe , ſatis conſtat , cum in multis altis, tum i 
hoc ipſo Sacramento,cum ordinatisnonnulli 
circa cius yſum , c#tera inquit, cum venett 
diſponam. Quare agnoſcens ſana mater Ec 
clefia hanc ſuam -in. adminiſtratione Sacra 
mentorum authoritatem, licetab initio Chr 
ſianz Religionis, non infrequens vtriuſque 
ſpecici vius | 7 wang propreſſu tempor, 
latiſimeiam murata illa conſucrudine graui- 
bus 8 iufſtis de.cauſis addua, hanc conſuc- 
tudinem ſub alteri ſpecie communicandi,ap- 
probauit,, 8 pro lege habendam decreui, 
ar repfobare aut fine ipſtus Ecclefiz aus 
thoritate pro libito mutare non licet. 
Further(theCoucil)declares,that thispowe! 
hath allwayes been in the church , that inthe 
diſpenſation of the Sacraments,the ſubſtance 
being kept inuiolated and intire , ſhe might 
appoint and change,ſuch things,as,ſhe iudged 
to be expedient forthe profit of the receiuerz, 
or the veneration of the Sacraments, accord- 
ing to the variety of things, times, and places 
And this the Apoſtle ſeemes not obſcurely to 
haue infinuated,when he ſayes : Let a man ſo 
eſteeme vs, 4s Minifters of Chviſt, and 4p rs yl the 
2nyſteries of God , and that he made yſe of this 
power is clere enough , both'in many other 
things , and particularly , in this yy 
when, 
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when.ardayning ſome things concerning the 
vic of this Sacrament, he ſaid, I will diſpoſe 
the reſt when I come. wherefore our 8% 
mother the church taking notice of this her 
power in the adminiſtration of Sacraments, 
though in the beginning of the church the 
vſe of both kindes was frequent. yet in pro« 
cefſe of time that cuſtome heing now no-! 
tably _ being induced by wſt,and ime 
portant realons,the hath approuucd this cuſto, 
me of communicating ynder one kinde, and 
hath decreed that it be eld for alaw, which 
it is 110t lawfull to chanpe, or reproue at ones 
pleaſure without the authority of the church. 
The like doctrine 1s delivered, in the firſt 
chap.of this ſeſſion, _ | 
F rom thele texts it is maniſeſt , that.the 
Council, was induced to command thispraCtie 
cc, firſt becauſe whol Chriſt is vnder both 
kindes , 2.becaulc in cach kinde is the whole 
eſſence,and ſubſtance ot this Sacrament, 3.be- 
© cauſe noe facramentall grace neceſſary to fal- 
rd. || yation, is loſt by communicating vnder one 
kinde. 4. becauſe many important reaſons 
toutching the honour and retpe& dew to ſoe 
»ſo diuinc a Sacramet,mouucd her to it.5.becau- 
le there is noe diuine command to the con- 
thie | trary,as appearrs ſe{f.2xr.cap.1. 6 becauſe the 
church hath power to diipence the Sacra- 
ments as ſhe finds moſt eoucnient,ſoe __ 


ods 
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Gods comimands, and theyr fubſtance are 
not violated. 7. That it is not in any oney 
power, {auc only of the chutch to:change this 
coſtome. 


The Proteſtant Poſition. 


Deliuered in the 39, Articles of tlie 
Engliſh Church. Art. 30+ 


E bag cup of the Lord is not to be denicd | 
to the lay people. For both the parts of |? 
the Lords Sacrament, by Chriſts ordenance, ' 


_ to be miniſtred to all Chriſtian men | 


alike. 


This is proned byScripture miſtaken, | 


as will preſently appeare. 


Hauing therefore y as I hope, clearcd this 
point of the reall preſence inthe iuſt balance 


of an open and impartiall eye , it will not be | 
very difficult to cuen an other as a ſequell | 


from this concerning communion ynder one 


kind,which though it be not thought vppon 


in theſe objeCtions, yet this fit occaſion, the | 


grcat difficulties which onr aduerſarics raiſc 
apainſt it, the earneſt defire which many not 
otherwile ill diſpoſed, haue to be ſatisfied init, 
and the requeſt of others who haue ſcene 
fame part of this treatis haue: put me vppon 

A NG 
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neeeſſitic to fay ſomething but very ſuc- 
cin&ly of this matter holding my {clfe cloſe 
to Scripture according to my former mec= 
thode. 

This point therefore ſuppoſes the reall 
preſence , and is rather to be treated againſt 
Lutherans, or ſuch other Protcſtants as are 
conuinced of that myſteric then againſt Cal= 
uiniſts or Suinglians who diſbelccue it , for 
were not our Sauiours body and blood really 
preſent there, as the practiſe of receauing 
one only kind had ncuer been allowed , ſo 
could it not haue been defended. This there- 
fore ſuppoſed , I will indeauour to defend 
communion ynder one kind , and anſwer 
whatſocuer js preſſed by our aduerfaricg 
apainft it out of Scripture miſtaken, 


ObjeQion, 
Firſt they vrge the inſtitution of this Sa. 
crament as hauing been vnder the formes 
both of bread and wine , which inſtitution is 


to be followed by all Chriſtians and ſo both 


to be receaucd, 


Anſwer, 


The bare inſtitution of a Sacrament drawes 
with it noe neceſſitic of frequenting it,as ap- 
peares in'Prieſthood and mariage mftituted 
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by our Sauiour. which riot withſtanding IM- 
pole noe neceſſitic or command to receaue 
them, ſo that ſtanding preciſely in the inſti. 
tution , noe man wil be obliecd to receaus 


. S 
either both,or cither of rhem, 


Objcttion. 


_ Secondly though the bare inſtitution of : 
Sacrament impoſe noc -command to receaur 
it,yet it imports a precept that when It 15 Ic« 
ceaued or >dminiftced , it -be done in that 
mariner it was inſtituted, as it appeares in 
baptiſme , Prieſthood and other Sacraments: 
Seeing therefore our Sauiour inſtituted this 
9acrament both in the conſecration and con» 
nutnjon in both kinds, at leaſt whenſocuert 
is receaucd, it muſt be receaucd ynder both, 


Anſwer, 


This objcion inuolues many difficultics 
and isfitſt tote yndeeſtood that Sactament: 
are to be receaued and adminiſtred as they 
were firſt inſtiruted 11 ſuch matters as belong 
to the ſnbſtance and eſſence of the Sacra- 
ment,not in other accidentary circumſtances 
of time, place, perſonnes, precedences, confe- 
quences,&c. as was the inſtitution of this Sa 
cramient after ſupper , fitting vppon the 
ground,piucn to prieſts only, in a private {cs 
eular houle &c« 
Secondly 
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Secondly there is ſomething particular in 
this Sacrament which is in noe other, cucn 
ſti« } concerning the ſubſtance of it:for the very 
we F fame entire ſubſtance being here put vnder 
cach kind makes that wockocuer receaues 
cither of them , receaues the whole ſubſtance 
of rhis Sacrament and conſequently receaues 
fa] a true Sacrament inftituted by our Saujour; 
ac and { that which isable to ſanRifc him who 
re- | worthily receaues cither of them. 
nat Thirdly concerning the ſubſtance of this 
inf Sacrament all that can be gathered from the 
Its bare words of the inſtitution, is that it is to be 
I conſecrated and recciued by Pricits ſuch as 
mJ werethcApoſtleswhowerePricſts,then made 
it whenitwas firſt inſtituted vnder both kinds, 
th butherc is noc prefident vjucn about the lay 
people, becauſc none then receaued ir, That 
| the whole ſubſtance of our Sauiour is here 
1y receaucd I ſuppole for the preſent , neither is 
ny ir much queſtioned by ſuch as grant the reall 
TY preſence, nor can be poſſibly doubted of by 
my any who belecucs that our Saviour dics noe 
1-S more,and foe both flcſh and blood , and lite, 
CY and foulc, and diuinitie are all ynited toe 
le peather wereſocucr he is : hence therefore 
f followes that lay peaple recciue as much of 
he our Sauiour ( ſecing they receauc him wholy 
(and intcrily)as Prietts doe. 
That he who receaues our Sauiour thus 
X 3 yadce 
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vnder one only kind receaues a true Sacra- 
ment is as cleare as the former for who can 
without abſurditic denye that ynder one kind 
*  $” 1 ' : 
15 exhibited an outward viſible ſigne of an inwarl 
ſpirituallgrace, which is the compleat definition 
of a Sacrament according to our aduerfarics: 
for here the formes of bread only containing 
vnder them our Sauiour by way of mcat, 
11gnihc that he confers a ſpirituall grace 
nouriſhing and feeding our ſoules to eternall 
life and thus much is {1gnificd by the Engliſh 
miniſters when they diſtribute the bread to 
the people ſaying:the Body of our Lord leſus Chriſt 
preſerue thy body and foul to eternall life , &&c. and 
containing his body repreſented as ſeparated 
from his blood,and fo as dead by force of the 
words of conſecration are an outward viſible 
commemoratiue ſigne of his ſacred death and 
aſton. and fccing that both bread is come 
poled of many praines, and wine of many 
grapes vnited topeather, the myſtical vnity of 
Chriſtians reccauing this Sacrament is ſuffi- 
ciently. tignificd hy the ſpecics of cither of 
them. it then here he an outward viſible ſigne of 
an inward ſþirituall grace both exhibitiue, come 
memoratiue and {1pnificatiue, here muſt needs 
be a true Sacrament euen according to the 
pttnciplesof our aduerſaries.and what I hauc 


faid of the forme of bread, is by the ſame 


xealon veriticd of the forme of winc. but not 
Dios to : 4 p n a 4 only 
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only in their principlcs, but in all good Theo 
logie there muſt be a true Sacrament ynder 
each kind : for certainly ſeeing that a diffe« 
zent grace is conferred by cach of them, the 
one of ſpirituall meare, the other of ſpiritual 
erinke ( which how it is to be vnderſtood,I 
will hereafter examine) cach will be ſufficient 
to ſanific and helpe the ſoul to eternall 
life. Tf it ſhould be replyed that in neicher of 
theſe Kinds alone is exhibited a compleate 
fene cither of our ſpiritual refe&tion , or the 
death of our Sauiour but only a partiall or 
imparfe& figne of them , which notwith= 
ſtanding are compleatly fagniticd ynder both 
topeather, I anſwer that it by a compleat {igne 
be vndexſtood a molt full and expreſle reprce 
ſentation of theſe two particulars , I grant 
that there is.not vnder one only kind fo tull 
and expreſlca reprefentation{and in this ſenſe 
not {o complcat a figne of them) as vader 
both togeather. but then it muſt be prouucd 
( this moſt full and expreſlc —— 
vnder both being exhibited to lay Chriſtians 
by the conſecration and communion of the 
Prieſt in the dread full facritice of the male) 
that the ſubſtance of this ſacrifice requirs that 
they ſhould be allways ſo fully and cxpreſlely 
repreſented in each particular communion 0 

the people. but if by a compleat ſigne be vn= 
Sed a figne ſufficient to ſignifi both our 


X 4 ſpirt- 
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ſpiritual food and vnion, and the death of y.c 1! 
our Sauiour, I denic that there is not a com« ſ;ate 1 
pleat figne of both exhibited vndereach kind, {cre 
his diftinftion miy be much illuſtrated by ynde 
an inſtance from baptilme , certainly the preſe 
myſtery of the trinity was more expreſlcly, Efortir 
fully'and complcatly ſignificd by that ancient of G 
couttome of a threetold dipping the child in Prop 
the water,and the words ofbapriſine then by fore? 
the ſame words andputting water once vppon fac all 
the child”, and yet this latter is iudyed luffi- ſpni 
cient even by Proteſtants. tor who can doubt no! 
that the tormes of bread ſufficiently giue vs nd + 
to ynderitand that our Sauiours is the food Frefor 
of our ſoules noc leffe then the bread of pro- zpar 
poſition ih the old, and the bread multiplied Firi 
* our Sauiour in'the new Teſtament ; and tivel 
his calling himſelfe the bread of life in the [eſl> 
fixt of S. lohn prefigured and fipnificd ſuffi- only 
ciently that'our Sauiour was to £ the bread fn ca 
of our ſoules:and who ſecing a body ly before fflon 
him yoid of foul and Tis an our Sauiour is ed 
here repreſentcd by force 'of the words, 
pathers not preſently that it is dead though 
c ſee not'rhe blood which iſſued from it: 
and the ſame is of the blood of our Sauiour 
ynder the forme of wine, for this alone is noe 
tflc fufficient to repreſent the death of our 
$auiour then was tbe blood alone of the 
paſchall lambe. ſprinkled vppon' the pots n 
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Fic Iſratlices by the Tewilh prieſts to prefigu= 


rate the ſhedding of his precious þlood and 
fcred paſhon:nor is the blood of our Sauiour 
ynder the forme of wine lefſc {ufficicnt to re» 
preſent the ſpirityall exhiberation and cone 
torting ofour ſoules the was the wine in Cang 
of Galilee,and that ſentence ſpoken of by the 
Prophete ( wine prodycing virgins) able to 
fore!figurate the fame blopd ſo comforting: 
zallo the ſpecics of bpcad or wine alone to 
lipnific the vnity and amitie which is to be 
amongſt Chriltians both in regard of Chriſt 
and themſclucs,asI haye ſhewed. Hence the- 
refore appearesg that ſceing in cach kinde 
apart both the death of our Sawiour,and our 
ſirituall meatg and drinke and vniot reſpcc- 
tively are ſufficiently ſignifieds each muſt ne- 
eſlarily containe a true Sacrament, and not 
only the part of a true Sacrament:and ſeeing 

In cach a true Sacrament” is receaued , each 
lone myſt conferre that grace which is igni- 
fed by it, and fo ſantifie the ſou] of ſuch as 
eceaue it,and conſequently may be receaued 
ruicfully and ſauingly alone for ſo much 
5 belongs to the bare inſtitution : for if our 
auiour inſtituted each ſpecies apart to cone 
erre ſauing grace, then whoreceaucs either 
lcuoutly receaues that grace for which our 
dauour inſtituted it, ws. ſowe are putin the 


ate” of faluativn by reccauing one vnlcſle 


Xs there 
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- which obligeth all to receaye both , which F' 
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. ed that lay people by receauing wnder the 


| the ſame obligation of receauing both :. but 
. noe ſuch command was direaly and —_ yy 


thete be ſome other conimand produced 


ſhall here after be examined. 


Obje&ion, 


Some may happily obie& that this anſwer 
ſubfiſts not,for according to this dotrine the 
Prieſt alſo receauesa true Sacrament and the 
ſpirituall graces and fruits of it when he re- 
Cccaues the hoſt only , and yet euen after he 
hath receaued the hoſt ; he is obliged to rc» 
ceaue the chalice according to Roman Ca 
tholiques,therctore though it ſhould be grants 
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{ſpecies of bread only , receaue a true Sacra 
ment with the ſauing grace ſignified and cons 
ferred by it, yet they may be obliged to rt 
ccaue the other kind as Pricſts are, 


_ Anſwer. 


- There is firſt a great difference betwixt 
the Apoſtles and lay Chriſtians, for they were} x, 
direQly and expretiely obliged by our Sx, : 

ujour in time ofthe inſtitution to receaue the, -. 4 
chalice cuen after they had receaued the true 
Sacrament and the grace of itynder the {po}, | 1 
cies of bread . whence may probably beÞ.. 
2athered that all Prieſts conſecrating haueſ f yr 


ontra 
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7 giuen to lay people none hauing been 
" here. Secondly Priefts conſecrating and facri- 
icing are obliged to receaue of cach part of 
heyr facrifice,and ſo though precilcly ftand=- 
e $"g in the eſſence of a Sacrament, there be no 
eiuine obligation , yet in regard of conſume 
e ſuating and participating of theyr own facris 
. ice they are bound to reccaue both as the 
epoſtlcs did , wich hath noe place in ky 
, coplc.The anſwer only concluds that ſtands 
«1g preciſcly in the inſtitution , ſeeing lay 
. (pcoplc receau2 vnder one kind a true Sacra= 
e nent with fauing grace, it cannot be thence 
» ſconninced that they are bound to receauc 
« more; ſo that if there be any obligation of rc- 
»$c:auing both ir muſt riſe from ſome other head 
nd not from the bare inſtitution , whereof 
re treate in anſwer to this objection now 
Ken from it alone, 


t Obiection. 


| It may be yet further obic&ted that our 
dawour here inſtitutcd a full and compleat 
efc&tion not only by way of mcate, or by 
ray of drinke only ,, but of both togeather, 
nd therefore ſuch as receaue one only kind 
"Feccaue bur one part of this heaucnly banquet 
"1d want the other , which ſecmeth quite 
ntrary to the inftitution-and intention of 
.-  — Ss of 


- Anſwer, 
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Anſwer, 


dri 
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-  OurSaviour inſtituted this celeſtiall baneſ{c!! 


guetin ſo ineffable a manner that the very 
"0 ſubſtantiall rching was to be both our 


meat and drinke , ta wit , himſelfe and that 


ſo abnadantly that either both to geather, 
or cach a part are ſo ſuffizing a repalt , that 
they communicate ſtrengh and lite to all ſuch 
as warthily receaue them : and thouph both 
being receaued make but one —_— [Ce 
f-tion by reaſon they are bath taken at once 
by way of meate and drinke,as it happensin 
other ordinary refectians , yet each of them 
reccaued apart , or at differenttimes, is alſoa 
full and compleat refeRjon of the ſoul by 
realon that each communicates ſauing Prace 
lufficient to faluatign , and this cuidently aj 

peares in common feaſts and banquets , to! 
when many diſhes are eaten and different 
ſortes of wine drunke at the fame time 0 
meeting, they are eſteemed but one meal 0 
banquet, and yet if at different timcs one 
ſhould feed now vppon one , then vppon al 
other of thele diſhes apart, or dranke but one 
forte of wine one day, and an other of the 


an other, then ſuch cating and drinking by y 
e 


reaſon of the diuerſitie of times would bt 
counted diuers ſufficient refetions: and if 
wctc pothblc ta find in pther macates ant 
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drinke what is found in this Sacrament, that 
2 well the one the other alone could proce 
an{crue and conferre life , and that one could 
erylive with drinking without cating , or eating 
our wittiotit drinking, then cither of theſe a part 
hxf[would become a full refe&ion all theretore 
er, [that can be gathered from this objeQtion is 
harJonly that our Sauiour in the firft inſtitution 
1c<[gauc amoſt plentitull and abundant banquet, 
oth whereof cach part in it felte was ſufficient to 
conferre life and fatieteto his Apoſtles, which 
m ſucceeding ages being receaucd either 
joyntly, or apart, was to be a ſufficictt refec- 
tion for Chriſtians. But from the inſtitution 
ynder both kindes followed not (which is 
cheeſty preſfed in this objeRion) that our Sa- 
uiours i1ntentton was that theſe rwo Kkindes 
ſhould be ſuch parts of this heaucnly feaſt 
{that both of them are effentially jrequired to 
t,forthen he would not haue giuen each of 
them fotce to conferre grace ſufficient for 
of aluetion, but would haue had that grace ne- 
ney ceſſarity dependant vppon the receauing of 
both rogcather. Now that the receauing of 
nJ our Sauiour vnder tlic forme of bread only 

conferres lite and faluation is out of all 
queſtion Ioan.6G: He who eateth this bread ſhall 
Yue ſor ever, and that pertely and entirely as 
ci *ppearcth by theſe words: 4s 11ine by my father 
Yo he who cateth me ſhail liue by me. for onr Sa- 


— 


Condil. by vertu of Chriſts inſtitution to receaut ; 
Trid.ſef. both. And which our aduerfarics preſſe againl 
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viour liveth by his father not partially 

wholy and perfeatly. 7 o_—_— 
| ObieCtion. 

Further one may reply that as corpord a 
meate and drinke haye different effes , th © M 
otic of nouriſhing and ſtrengthing the othe C 
of comforting and. exhilerating , fo propor % 
tionably this diuine meate => drinke mu E | 
haue the like different ſpirituall cffe&s cor} © 
reſpondent to each of them. whence fo 9 b 
loweth that he who receaucsone only,is def” _ 
priucd of the grace correſponding to tha, | 
other, and ſo the urn will be depriued of Kin 


uely 
nly,) 


ome grace corre C_ to the chalice, tc he 

wit, that of — conſolation, and exhila J 
tation ofthe ſoul in the ſeruice of God, whict bh 

Prieſts hauc by receauing bottr kindes, a5 > 

Anſwer, acc 

Firſt I anſwer that it is ſufficient for th - 


defence of the Catholique Roman faith tha 
lay people in receauing vnder one kind , att 
not depriucd of any grace neceſfary to (alu. 
tion,which they ſhould be were they obliged 


vs. ſeeing therefore the fame habituall inſt 
fiing. and fauing grace is receaued by ons 
kind aswell as by both, though he who 

CCcauw 
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W-21c5both were ſuppoſed to receaue exten 
tuely more then they which receaue one 
Þnly,yet this hatit noe greater difficulty then 
ſhat Pricſts being accoultumed and permitted / 
h very day.to ſay maſle reccaue by vertu. of 
y frener communtcating more habituall grace 
Fbcn lay people who ey. hauc noe _ | 
ich praiſe or permiffiorſ; they being by acts; es 
f obedicnce to the holy Church, and humte ” 
"ſity proportionable to there own eſtat to ſup» + {,/ * 
ly the want of that extent of graces which /,- , */477/+ 
econferred vppon Prieſts by vertu of theyr by + 
Fayly reccauing this Sacrament , noe Gong WE 
$cing done them ſo long as both: in this and © ne 
dat of communicating vnderone kind, they ' "CT a4 
re depriued of noe grace neceſfary to falua- {,, - F: 
on, and by other a&ts of yertues and good -.. 'V 
rorkes may if they will, (being aſſiſted by the 
race of God)cexerciſe and ſupply that defe& © 
1 $herein by reaſon of the Sacrament they fall 7 - 
| ſhort of Prieſts.I ſay there is noe wrong done 
$Þem, becauſe Chriſtiansare obliged to haue _ 
tpe& nor only to theyr own parricular ſpi- 5 ./ + 
tuall profit in increaſe of grace by the Sa= , 7 «| 
rament , butalſoto the reuerence which is #0 f: 
Flue to it, they muſt be content to want that © 
Fecreafe when it cannot be obtained but by « »» ©** ſag 
Ppnc 1rreuerence offerred to this diuine Sa» ,  , .;. 
Frament. Thus though both Prieſts and lay Ve wy BY 
cn might hauc more degrees of grace by wi 
celes © 
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Scripture miſtaken | 
celebrating and communicating twoor threyicy 
times a day, then by once, yet becauſe thi yi] 
inuolues a want of reuerence to the body and[thef 
bloud of Chriſt, it i# bur once a yeare geneſcorr 
rally amofigſtCatholikes permittrd ro PricltsYof c 
and neuer to lay people, natther by Catholifſihe | 
ques nor Proteſtants, the ſame would followſhhis 
if all lay men were licenced promiſcuoullyſſþoft 
to communicate cuery day, and noe lelle fled y 
were they permitted to receaue vnder bottſcert; 
Kindes as Ithall ſhew here after: whence folfſme & 
Jowesthat as out of the reſpe& which they arekind 
bound to bere to this heaucnly myſtery theſſtime 
dre obliged to refraine from communucatingſfrin 
cuery > © , and vppon noe day to Teceaue liſcc 
more then once: ſo are they to abſtaine (he th 
Church ſo comminding)trom receauing the prac 
Chalice. Secondly concerning.actuall auxilivfknq | 
y graces , which are ſupernaturall piowſhach 
moohts and inſpirations ro'good,conferrelſþred 
by verta of this Sacrament and proper toitſhoth. 
ſome dodours hold thar there is a different pecic 
aQuall grace correſponding to the chaliceſyhic| 
from that of the hoſt, the one of ſtrenghningſhuch 
proper to'meate,, the other of exhularationſþnq c 
proper only to drinke.yet the common tenctþf thi 
6f doQours is contrary , and fo it will only nly 
coine to a ſchoole Queſtion not neceſſary tohnde 
be treated here, wherein the more common{hrif 
ahd negatiue opinion ſtemes ro me moBlſy c] 
piouyl , 
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J pious and honorable to this Sacrament, for it 
Y wil be ſufficient to ſaue the proper effects of 
Ytheſe two kindcs that there be actuall graces 
correſponding to meate and drinke, the one 
of corroborating,the other of cxhilerating, as 
the primary, not as the only actuall frairs of 
this ſpirituall food and drinke, fo that by the 
hoſt by reaſon ofits incſtimable*and illimitat- 
Aled vertu be communicated to the receauer 
Mcertaine aCtuall graces ſtrenghtning him in ti- 
me of tentation as the primary effect of that 
Fkinde , and yet the other of cxhilerating in 
Jftime of forow alſo,as the ſecondary and leſſe 
vEprincipall of the facred hoſt. and the fame 
WRiſcours holds proportionably of the chalice, 
lo that each kinde conferres theſe different 
races , but in a different order and manner, 
nd by conſequence he who receaues either 
uhath the very fame actual! graces communi- 
edited to him noe lefle then he who receaues 
both, and lay people are not depriued of any 
MFhecies of actuall grace due to this Sacrament, 
ctvhich Priefts haue. Now that this doerine 
Much conducing to the honour and glo 
ond grounded in the boundlefle perfection 
Bf this Sacrament, is cleerc tough to ſuch as 
only conſider that this ſpirituall —_— 
Fnder cach ſpecies containes noe lefle then 
oMChriſt himſelte.who is not only the food,but 
YRIlo the drinke of our fonles, and ſo the holy 
wh , Y Scripe 


Fo v-29. 


w—_ Y 
[3 
» 
"1M. » . 


33k  Snpiemiſlaken 


: ke ieſ.24- $ctipture ſpeaking of him telleth vs, he wh hey 


IS. 6 . 


2# 
$8 


VWid.7.1 


catfth- me ſhall yer hunger , and he- whoſſynd 


drinketh me fhall yet thirft, and if we mayſi;yhi 
hunger and thirſt aftcr juſtice, and the fameſſ;nq 
juſtice be bork able to fatisfic our hunger andſ}f,,,n 
nc: otr” thirſt , that is, be both meat andÞ{rin} 
pr to vs. whenloener we receauc it, wh ivſtif 
ſhould we denye theſe efles to the foun Glua 
raine of iuſticiour deare Sauiour whenſocurrſſgrr, 
ke is worrhily receaued ynder cither tormeGhirial 
in this Sacrament. and if the material manna by _ 
had the taſte, ſweetneſſe and ftrength of allfſ;; 1, 
other different meates , why ſhould we notffe;ch 
attribute to this ſpirituall and diuine mann y b 
the ſtrength {weetnes and perfeRion both olfffice c| 
alt meatcs, and drinks alſo whenſoeuer it gf a |; 
rightly receaued? And if peaking of divindiyin 
wiſdome Salomon tell vsthat all good camqſirs.; 
to him togeather with it, why ſhould we lihiech 
mite that wiſdome of God more then is nehn4 4 
ceſlaric in this Sacrament. In a word, if ſonic” i 
corporall meates haue aMo thevertu ofdrinke$nq th 
and ſome corporall drinkesthe force of mea m9( 
to nourith, why ſhould we denye this to thay; 
beſt of all mcates and drinks the body ant f his. 
bloud of our Sauiour? for if the leaſt drop oÞigoq 
his bloud or ation of his body was ſufficienfigar 
to fatisfic for the ſinnes of infinite worlc hing,: 
Why ſhould we frame ſopore an opinion þþ ir is ; 


them both in this Sacrament that whenſocutſice- 
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they are truly, receaued they haue not power 
ynder each Kind both tro nourjſh ſtrenghEnz. 
ſcxhilerate and conferre ſpiritually all the fruity: 
F:nd profits correſpondent to thoſe whych arc: 
Mound in any, or in all other meates and 
Mirinkes togeathe r { that not only habitual. . © 
uſtifying atid fanRifying grace neceſſary ro! * 
Flluation , and aQtuall Sacramentall graces 
correſpondent tothat of mcat by way of ſpi- 

tuall nouriſhment in the Hoſt, and of drink 
Jy way of ſpiricuall exhilcration in the chali- 
Fc: , but both theſe graces are conferred by 
ſeach kind apart that proper to meat prima- 
Jily by the hott , aid ro drinke primarily by 
Wc chalice , but yet ſecondarily and by way 

fa ſuperabundant vertu and efficacy in this 
Miuine refetion the hoſt cxhilerates & cgme 
Forts, and the chalice nouriſheth and ſtrenght 
Mncth correſpondent to all corpota'l meates 
nd drinkes and conferred ſeparatly by them 

Src toyntly receaued by each of-thelc apart: 
nd thus as that of the hymne of corpus Chriſti 
S: moſt truc:dedit fragilibus corports ferculum,dedit 
18s triſtibus ſanguing pociilars : hc gaue the food 
Tf his. body to the infirme and the cup of his 
Food tothe fad , whereby are deſigned the 
"P$rinary cffcds of the hoft by way of itrenght- 
hing,and the chalice by way of exhilerating 

WF it is alſo true which is affirmed in the ſame 
Face: Paner de celo prediitifti eis ome delegtamen- 
) Y 2 LH 


340 
twmin ſe habentem:thou haſt giuen them bread 


 Seriptnve miſtaken 


from heauen having all delight and comfort 
mit: whereby ſcemes to be aſfribed to the 
facred tioſt the eſſe of delighting and ex- 
tulerating ſuch as worthily receaue it , atid 
noe lefſe thoſe other verſictes which follow 
m the ſame feaſt: cibaut illos ex adipe fruments, 
de petra melle ſaturauit eos: he hath fed them 
with the: fattnes of wheat , where the de- 
lightfull nouriſhmet of the foule is cxpreflcd: 
and fatiated them with honny from the rock, 
which expreſſeth the ſweet feeding of the 
foul by the ſacred chalice. much more might 
be {aid of this particular, were it to be diſputed 
in the ſchooles but in this occaſion I ,udge 
toc more neceſſary ſccing the queſtion it 
felfe is not neceſſary for the defence of Ca 
tholike faith in this point. Thus farre I hauc 
anſwered the difficulties which can be drawn 


from the bare inſtitution abſtrating from 
the command of ourSautour expreſſed cithe!y] ; 


in the inſtitution, or elſe where concerning 
this Sacrament, which I will now anſwer yer 
breefly. I 

ObjeQion. 


| Our Sauiour faith:drinke ye all of it, the- 
tefore-/he commands all Chriſtians to drinkc 
of the cup in this Sacrament, 


Anſwer, 
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- Anſwer. 


Our Sauiqur faith Tohn 13. If 1 have waſhed 
your feet ar Died and maiſter,you mnt alſo waſhone 
anothers feet, therefore all Chriitians are come 
manded by our Sauiour to waſh one an others 
fer: or thus our Sauiour Marc.16. Goenig into 
the whol world preach the Goſpel to all creatures. 
and Matr.28. Goe and teachall nations baptizing 
them in the name of the father, 8c. therefore he 
commands all Chriſtians to teach the Goſpe] 
and baptize all nations : or thus to come 1o- 
mthing nearer to this matter in thedrinking 
of a cupp. Luc. 2.2, our Sauiour faith before 
the Sacrament was inſtituted : and he tooke 
the cupp and ſaid : rake and diuide amongſt 
you , &c. theretore all Chriſtians are com- 
mandcd to take and drinke wine which isnoc 
facrament,yca before they receaue the ſacra- 
ment,as our Sauiour cummandcd the Apoſtles 
to doe here. pr laſtly thus to miſtance in the 
inſtitution it ſelfc Marth.26. our Sauiour faith: 
Take and eate this is my Body : theretore he come 
manded all Chriſtians to take rhe hoſt into 
theyr hands, and then cate it, as he did the 
Apoſtles. many ſuch hke inſtances might be 
ojuen Whence ( it we.ſtand to the {ole and 
bare word of ſcripture it will be as eaſily de- 
duced that all Chriftians are commanded 
many things which Proteſtants ſay rhey arc 
| Et Y 3 not 
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pot bound to doc, as from this command:Inoe: 


drinke yee all of thi: giuen to the Apoſtles,can be 
drawn that all Chriſtiansare ccmmanded ty 
dtinke of the chalice becauſe the Apoſtles 
were then commanded to doe it. 
* Tf it ſhould be replyed that in the other 
commands alleaged 1s not” found the word 
(all) drinke ye all of this as we finde here , and 
therefore are hot ſo generall to'comprehend 
all Chriſtians. I anſwer that the word (all) 25 
appeares hy S. Marke : and they all drunke of it 
only fignifiesall the Apoſtles there preſent, 
hone excepted, for our Cavicut ſaid not:lerall 
Chriſtians drinke of this, but drinke ye all of this 
If it ſhould be'demanded why ſhould otir Sa- 
uiout ſay:drinke yee all of this more then cate, 
yce all of this; adding the word| (all)' only to 


the chalice and nor to the hoſt, but only tf i 


ſhew 'the vniucrfall heceſſiric of drinking. 1 
anſ{werfir{t that(all) cannot poſſibly be added, 
for that treaſon , for Proteſtants confeſle that 
there is as vniuerſall neceſſitic forall Chriſtians 
to cate the' bread comptechended' in thele 
words: take eate this is my Body , without the 
wotd'(all) as of drinking the cup in thelc: 
drinke yee all of thu.Secondly I anſwer that the 
reaſon of adding Keward (all) more to the 
Chalice then'tb the'hoſt, was becauſe our S1- 
uiour hauing broken the hoft into differet pee- 
Tesgaue tocach Apoſtle one and ſo there was 
»-. © FR PT P 4 : * 4 G s noe ' 


the { 


d: 
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noe neceſſitic to command them al! to cate of 
the ſame particle , but hauing giuen but one 
cup amongſt them, it wasmore neceſſary for 
the full declaration of his minde (which was 


Jthatallthe Apoſtles there / om ſhould drinke 


of that cupp, ) ro expreſle himlclte in theſe 
termes: drinke yeall of this, 

Secondly I anſwer to the maine objection 
that if we ſtand pteciſcly in theſc words of 
Scripture, it can neuer be conuinced that any 
precept is cantained cither in theſe take eate: 
or in thele : drinke yee all of this ; for they arc 
capable to fignific a meere inuitation or in- 
treaty as great perſons ordinarily arc ac+ 
coyltamed when they hauc other inferiours 
at theyr table to ay , cate ordrinke of this 
or-that, not conunanding but inuiting : and 
it belongs to Proteſtars who ſtand ſo ftrictly 
tq the bare expreſle words of Scripture to 
conuince by the ſolc expreſſe words the 
contrary. 

Thirdly if wee either by vniucrſall tradi- 
tion of Chriſtians, or by ſome ather expretſe 
cammands 1n {cripture of communicating, 
grant that cuen in theſe words, eate, drinke 
8&c,a ſtrickt command was giuen, {ceing ſome 
coinmands , oblige all Chriſtians , others alh 
Biſhops8cPricſts,and others theApoſtles only, 
we can notwithſtanding giue a reaſon why 
theſe words: drinke vec all of this, binde the 

Y 4 Apaſtles 
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Apoſtles only , and extend-not themſclues to 
all Chriflians. tor the declaration of this.when 
the circumſtances are ſuch that the command 
can haue noe place but for that preſent time 
when it is giuen, it is cleare that what our Sa 
' uiour ſpake to the Apoſtles is given to the 

Apoſtles only ; as when our Sauiour ſaid to 

S.Pecter: putt vp thy ſwod into the ſcabbard; or to 

the three Apoſtles: riſe let ys goe &c. and a thou 

and ſuch like. 

Secondly: when the common tradition of 
Chriſtendome tells vs that ſuch commands as 
were giuen to the Apoſtles were neucr 
cltcemed to oblige theyr ſucceſſours. 

Thirdly : when the matter commanded is 
common to the Apoſtles and all other Pricits 
and not limited by any circumſtance men- 
tioned or infinuated in Scriptute , to the A- 
poſtles only ( if the generall and continuuall 
practiſe of Chriftendome be nor contrarie) 
tis to be vnderſtood to oblige not only the 

crſons of the Apoſtles bur all Biſhops and 
Prieſts in ſaccceding ages , ſuch as are the 
preceptes of teaching the Goſpell,,Baptizing 
abſoluing from ſinnes &c.and of confecratin 
facrifiling and reccauing this bleſſed Sacra- 
ment, | 

Fourthly: when the matter of the precept 
in it ſcjte may be common to all Chriſtians as 

was the waſhing of one an others feet , the 


abitie 


= — 
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abſtinence from blond, and the receauing of 
both Kkindes , and hath noe limitation to the 
Apoſtles or Pricſts only preſcribed in the 
Scripture there can be noe other rule to 
know which precept obliges all Chriſtians, 
which not, ſaue the Faw ah and pencrall 
tradition of the Chriſtian Church. For by this 
only mc know(as well Proteſtants as Cathoe 
lixcs ) that the precept of waſhing of feet 
bindes not though it be vniuerſally & ſtrictly 
inioineyd in Scripture without any limitation 
of time or perſons , and noe lefſe though all 
Chriſtians are of themſclues capable to re- 
ceaue beth Kindes,and the command be giuen 
to the Apoſtles to teceaue them, yet this com- 
mand by the churches perpetuall tradition,or 
permitting many lay Chriſtians to teceaue in 
one only kinde, & by the Protcſtants couſto-= 
me of not communicating little infants, ſhew 
cleerly that this precept is not to be ex- 
tended to all Chriſtians without exception. 
and it Proteſtants notwitſtanding the word, 
allimitate ir only to ſuch asare arriued to the 
yeares of d i{cretion, without any ground in. 
the bare words of the text, to exclude little 
children , only becauſe their own pra&tilc 
approues it;why may not Roman Catholikes 
limit it to the Apoſtles then preſent /hauing 
both a ground in the text , becauſe the words 


[ were ſpoken tothem only,and the vniucrfall 
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tradition of the Chriſtian Church permitting 


Culary, and accarding to Proteſtants ſome 9 


Scripture mill aken 


many lay perſons to communicate' in one 
only inde, and little children eytherin one, 
or neyther,as I ſhall here after demonſtrate, 


ObjcRion, 
The ſecond precept no, by reformiſts 


for communion ynder both kindes,js inthelc 
words : doe this in remembrance of me , which 
being to be vndexſtood of ſomething com- 
gd to be done not then, but for inſuing 
times, 25 I haue already ſhewed, are notto be 
limited as ſpoken to the Apoſtles only, then 
preſent, and ſo ſeeme to be extended to all 

hriſtians. eſpecially if they be limited to 
Prieſts only, there will be nge command at- 
all in the inſtitution obliging all Chriſtians tq 
xeccauc either both,ar cither kind of this Say 
crament, = | 

Anſwer, 


Theſe words : dae this in remembrange of me. 


according to all that which is commanded in 


them,cannat he extended to any more then, 


Prieſts, for here is cuidently commanded the 


dleſſing,conſecrating,offering, facriticing and 
adminiſtring of this Sacrament, for it is to dat 
what qur Fauigur then did, which according 
to Catholiques comprehends all theſe parti 
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ng them,and if the conſecrating and adminiſtra | 


tion.of this Sacrament were not commande 
in theſe words there would be noc come 
mand at all for them in the whol infſtitu- 
tion , nor yery probabily in the whol new 
Teſtament, fl 2 

| Secondly if we ſtjck cloſely to the bare 
words,noc man can conuince from them only 
that all Chriſtians are abliged to receaue this 
Sacrament ynder both , or cither kinde , for 
the cleargy men might haue been -obliged 
to conlecrate and adminiſter this Sacrament, 
though the layity were not obliged to receaue 
t,as they are bound to adminiſter Prieſt hood 
and mariage when they are juſtly required: 
though noe man haue aty abſolute command 
either to be a Pricſt', or ro mary, and conſe- 
quently are not bound to receaue thoſe two 
Acraments. 

" Thirdly all that thoſe words import as 
they and , may be ſatisficd probably it we 


a hay thatnot cuery Pricſt or lay man in parti» 
bh cular' is obliged to confecrate' or communi- 


l 
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d 
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eate by foxce of them,þut that they cont 

a precept giuen to the church in generall 
that what our Sauiour here commands , be 
done as certainly there is a command giuen 
to the church to conferre Prieſthood,abfolu- 
tion and extreme VnEtion &c. and yet noe 


; Biſhop or Pricft hath in particular any: fuck 


abſo. 
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abſolute obligation by reaſon of his Priefl... 
hood only neither is any in particular bound . - 
to adminiſter them by a poſitive divine preſ} 1 
cept , given direAtly to them, though accieh | 
dentally they may haue a ftrickt obligationf, 

according to different circumſtances to adrfr - 

miniſter the ſaid Sacrament. The os 
Fourtly : though it ſhould be granted that,” _. 
theſe words : doe this &cc, containe a precept] ... 
obliging all Chriſtians arriued to yeares off. 
diſcrctionto communicate ſometimes, yet thi, _ 

toucheth only the receauing vnder the forme S 
of bread,ifwe ſtand to the expreile words ol bh 
the inſtitution being ſaid after the conſecrahy 
tion ofthe hoſt and before the chalice. And wil 
the precept recorded by S. Paul after theſ; 1 
Chalice is not abſolute to conſecrate and ree|,, _ 
ceaue that, hut ſo often as it is drunke,to doc _ 
itin remembrance of our Sauiour : dee this 4 vhs 
often as you ſhall drinks in remembrance of me,laid} 
our Sauiour. | | 

Laſtly:though from the ſole force of the 
words: doe this in remembrance of me, conſidere 
as they ſtand in Scripture, noe forcible argu- king 
ment can be drawn to proue a poſitiue pre-ſc 1 
cept in particular binding euery Chriftian, ta, 
reccaue ſometimes this Sacramet vnder either «11 
or both kindes, and though the generall doc- "Ii 
trine of the church be that there isnoe diuine ol 


precept obliging more to reccaue the hot ” 
theaſ ® 


pf COm 
4 ac! 
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"AFkicti the chalice,and the couſtome of the pri* 
Fpitiuc church was to giue to fome the chalicC 
oy 1! Icfle without the hoſt, then to others the 
" hoſt without the chalice. and that ſome late 
Ly carncd Writers affirme that thete is noe 
"Juch precept comteyned in holy Scripture; 
ſc becauſe S$. Thomas and the common 
* Ftrcame of dotoursafter him grant a generall 
recept of reccauing this Sacrament to be 
onteyned in them , and that S.Paul ſeemes 
{9 give ſufficient ground to thinke that this 
3 ommand: doe this &c. was to be extended to 
4 he aQtuall-receauing ofthis Sacrament by the 
F laity, by mentioning drinking/in the conditio- 
b nall command of the conſecrated chalice,and 
a deducing from the inſtitution what propara= 
{91 all Chriſtians ſhould make to receaue 
worthily this Sacrament, as appeares v.27. 
4 | 

4þ the end ofthe chapter:and mouued by this 
authority I grant that all Chriſtians are here 
commanded {ſometimes in there liues to fre 
vent this Sacrament, yet ſothat lay people 

Y {tisfic this precept by reccauing one only 
' Fkind , or both, according to the order pre- 
"Uſcribed by the holy Church,as ſhee is mouued 
_ [by different times or circumſtances now to 
ordaine the receauing of both, now of one 
alone, to ſome'the ſole hoſt, and to others the 
chalice only ; for ſeeing this precept was 

\| giuen before the conſecration of the chalice, Þ] 
ED " though 4 


; 
L 


euidently that if the hoſt alone be teceaued, 
this precepte is ſatisfied and by a manifeſt pa. 


ritie and equalitie betwixt the two Kindes 


thatif itbe ſufficientts fatisfic this precept to 
reccaue the ſolc hoſt, it will alſo be ſufficient 


to reccaue the chalice without the hoſt, the 
one Eotitzining noslefle the whole eſſence of 


this Sacrament, then the other, as I hauc al- 
ready declared: _ > TS 
So thar iri this commaiid : dee this in remem- 
branceof me. the word, this, ſcemes to ſignific 
according to S.Thomds now cited ) what. 
ocuct our Sauiour then did, as neceſfarily 
acrametrit; and though this abſolute preecpt 
was fiuen before the chalice, yetthe ground 
of it being the vety fame itt the hoſt and cha- 
lice, it is equally tobe applyed tothe reccauing 
either of them ; yet difiuniuely only that is, 
thatthisSactamieni isto be reccaucd by eucry 
one either ynder each of both kiadcs ; as the 
church fill determine; 


Obiection. 


T | The nnitie difficulty therefore comes at 


laſt to that text, Toh.6. vnleſſe &c. which as'it 
delivers an abſolute neceſfitie of receatting 
thismolt holy Sacrament, ſo'{cemes' it in ex- 
prefle 


appertaining to the eſſence 8 ſubſtice of this | 


though it. induce noe more neccſlity of rechrefc 
ceaung the hoſt then.the chalice,yet it ſhewes 


cea 
oN 
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rechrefſe termes to impoſe the ſame neceffitic of 
, receauing vnder both kindes , making men 
3 
a+ hood of our Sauiour , as neceffaric to | 
& tion.Verily,werily I ſay unto you, vmleſſe you eate the 
to Weſp of the ſone of man, arid drinke his blood ; you 
hall not haue life mn you: | 


Anſwer. 


| 1 amnot ignorant that Catholique do@ours 
ue different anſwers to this text which I 
| = to be peruſed intheyr particular treatiſey 
© fſof this point, I anſwer breefly and clearely 
= fithat in this text is comprehended a neceſhity 
7 fboth of eating and drinking that is;there is a 
5 flyencrall command giuch to the whol genc- 
t ſrality of Ckriftians to receaue the body of 
[ YChrift by way of cating , and his blood by 
{way of drinking, and conſequently of re 
 ſccaring vnder both kindes, which muſt al- 
| Pwayes be performcd by the generall body of 
Chriſtians, that they may haue life in them, 
and that this may be performed there is a pat« 
ticular neceſſitic put vppon euery particular 
Chriſtian toconcurre to the execution of this 
generall command, not that every one in par« 
ticular is obliged both to cate and drinke 
teally this Sacrament, but that ſome eacing, 
others drinking , others doing both , cach 
particular confertes to! the performance of 
this 


Wc 


on of cating the fleſh, and OO | 
ua- 


V.19. 
Marc.16, 


| | v.13. 


Iohn10o.9. 


A 
this command of eating , and drinking the, 
body and blood of Chriſt : whereynto the | 


's 


generality is abſolutly obliged : fo that this 


whol command is to be performed by all as 


ioyntly and vnitedly conſidered and thar it || 


may be thus ioyntly done by all, each parti- 
cular is obliged to ſome part of it, thereby 


concurring partially to the whol performan- | 
Matth.u8. ce. Thus when, our Sauiour commanded his |; 


Apoſtles to teach and baptize all nations , he 


gaue a generall and yniuerſall command to || 


them and theyr ſucceſfours to performe this 
worke toyntly amongſt them , not com- 
manding. cach one inparticular to preach and 
baptize the whol world, for that neither, was 


nor could,morally ſpeaking, hauc been done, 
6 done by all, each one | 


but that this might 
in particular. was obliged to performe his 


part,and to cocurre to the conuerſion and in- 


ſtruction of all nations, ſo that though noe one 


was bound by vertu of this command cither I. 


to conuertall nations,or any one in particular: 


cach one was obliged to labour towards the 
conuerſton of ſome part or other of the 


world, fo that by the labours of each, at laſt | | 


the whol worke might be accompliſhed . 
Thus our Saviour ſent his diſciples faying:; 
gocand cure all diſcaſes &c. that is cach one 
curing fome , all might be cured amongſt 


them. thus after his reſurreRion he foretold 


what 


Ewvliat cures and miracles ffiould be done b 
* Fhis diſciples, not that cach ſhould doe all thefe 
miracles , but that amongſt them ſuch mira- 
' Fcles ſhould be done: and thus the holy Euan- 
 Becliſt affirmes that the Apoſtles of Chrift 
' preached cuery where, not that each preached 
cuery where , but thatall of them togeather 
 Piwere ſpread ouer the whol world. and in the 
' Tame manner may it now be ſaid that Chri- 
' Ukians cate the fleſh and drinke the blood of 
Chriſt,not that each doth both, but thart it is 
done amohgſt them , by reaſon that each ini 
' fparticular is obliged cicher to both, or cither 
' of them:and ſo the whol precept will be pers 
formed amongſt them. Neither ſeemes the 
context of S.Iokin to exact more then this; 
' For in what goes inimcdiately before 5 

ie doubt which the Iewcs had there, 

' ſto which our Sauiour anſwers in this text ; 

' Uas not whether 'it was neceſlary to fals 

+ ation for euery one both to: cate the 

\ Bcſh,and drinke the blood of Chriſt , for he 

' ſad as then. made noe mention at all of 


' Erinking his blood , but they only doubted 


' Pow. his fleſh could be really caten; how can tha 6; 


| Bhi man, ſay they, gine vs his ſteſhto eate? 1o that 
" Þur Sauiours an{wet to thisdoubt of theirs, 
| ras fully ſufficient by telling them thar it: 
| (asnot only poffible, but neceflary-to falua- 
"Fen to cate the fleth and drinke the blood _-_ 
W Xs F + C 
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this queſtion) it isnoe way neceſſary to afhi 


.* © Scripture miſtaken 
the ſoric of min, that is, that thoſe two aRiong 9 
ſhould betcally and trnly done amongſt fach} 4 
as were to have cternall life. bus ſecing their] 94! 
doubt was not (ſuppoſing the reality of thig] <1 
cating and drinking the body and blood off Ch: 
Chrilt, amongſt fuch aswere to hauc eternallſthc! 
life.) whethet it were neceſſary that eucryſt9 { 
-one in particular were both ro cate and *xc« 
drinke thr they ncuerſo much as dreamed of C c 

iar 
part 
inor 


me(by vertu of this context)that our Sauioi 
defined there that it was neceſſary for cue 
one in particular toper forme both:bur it wa 
ſafficient that both theſe actions were trul; 
and really foto be accompliſhed in his church{! 
that the generalitic was ro. doe both,and cact 

Chriſtian in particular to concurre eicher byJ'0 Cc 
performing one, or both to:the accompliſhgopin 


 mentof this intun&ion. forif cach in partic lar 


hr had not been obliged to concurre to thejcon! 
rformance of this command, the whoſſ0blig 
church would not haue been botind to corJand «+ 
reſpond with it , ſeeing their is noc more reaJffeat 
fortto binde one then another tothe perfor Were 
mance of it, as in the command of teaching} t! 
and baptizing the whol world by the Apoof th 
ſtles, cach particular was bound to perform 
; ſeeing that our Saviour had con 
manded it hould he done amonſt them : anJtome 
there Was RQc realon that one ſhould be 


Againit communion inone kinds, 55 
gmore obliged to doc it, ther an other. 
kf And though there be many other coms 
| tmands gue by our Sauiour to the church jn 
i generall which oblige hot each particular 
Chriſtian to the petfotmance of any patr of | 
n{then, bur ohly the gouuernobts of the chutch 
FI to {ce that by ſome or other they be put iti 
qſexecution, yet this precept is of an other na« 
Ature binding the whol community of Chri- 
rf ffians to the whol and cach þparticularto ſome 
1 part of this command. For ſceing there is not 
note reaſon why one Chtiftian ſhould be 
aIinore exempted from it then an other , the 
yi concurring to it falls equally vppon all ; for 
though Pricſts when they nb and ſa. 
bf crifice have each in particylac an obligatioh 
to communicate, et according toa probable 
4opinion, they haue noe obligation ih particu« 
lar proceeding from any divine precept tb 
: oof qa or facrifi2e ; but all their abſolute 
Jobligation ts corhniithicate is taken from this 
and other like commands, which we haue 
a treated; (6 that tholigh noe parttculat Pricfk 
were botind by diuine precept to lay maſle, 
gyct they are bound tocommunicate by reaſon 
Jof theſe precepts, which could not be vnleſſe 
Jtucry Chriſtian were obliged iti perticular tb 
toncurre to the perfotmiance of this generall 
Jcommand with an equall obligation, 


Z 2 ©bjos 


' $eripthre miſtaken 
| Objefion, | oy 
| | If it ſhoud be faid that the church ma ” 
| ſufficiently complie with the generall con{,;Þ, 
mand by prouiding that it be ſtill kept in exeÞgijyi, 
cutioh by ſome particular perſons as ſhe comftime 
plics with many others. neitl 
Anſwer. Chr 


* KF" a 2 ; _ 
" In anſwer firſt that if ſhould one tad mee = 


ly to the bare letter of Scripture in theſe pre by © 
cepts, this might be faid , but if we take thi 
fence of it according to the common ſtrain 
of docours, euery particular will be oblige: 
by them.chpecially {ecing that S.Paul extend 
this matter of communion to each particula! 
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com 
| Secondly as it was not in thepower of th 7 
| Apoſtels to exempt any of the twelf fron _ 
| concurring to the conuerfion of all nation c.. 
commanded by our Sautour and to haue i} 
accompliſhed by the reft which they ſhoulf ;, -. 
aue appointed, becanſc cach of them in pat jj... 
ticular was bound to labonr in it by diuin 
precept,where inthe church cannot difpence 
fo(lecing we hauc the ſame authority of doc} x 
.tonrsand tradition for the obliging cach patſ g... 
ticular by this command : ynleſſe yon eate , if 4 ++ 
each Apoſtle by that : goe and teach all nation ,.. , 
&c.) it may be denicd that the church hatl parti 
power to exempt any one fromthis precepty ;r, 6, 


WW UW 


Againſt commmmion in one kinde; 


[by hauing it performed by.other Chriſtiang 

appointed by-her authority, 
af . Thirdly,had this Sacrament been left free, 
Mz Prieſthopd and mariage were, without any 
Adiuine precept that cuery Chriſtian clome. 
wy times in their. lives recciue it , the church 
neither wg@uld nor could haye obliged cach 
Chriſtian in particular to receaye 1t once a 

| 1 as thee —_ none to receaue Pricſt« 

hood or matiage becauſe they were left free 

A by our Sauiour. 


ObjcCtion. 


1G 
1 If jt ſhould be here objeftedthat in the 
command gf teaching 8c. cach Apoſtle in 
articular could uot conuert all , and if cach 
bad been bound to teach and baptize all , the 
command could not haue any conuenient 
J{cnſe, but each Chriſtian isable cafily both ta 
catc and drinke this Sacrament and ſo there 
is no patity in the command of teching with 
that of communicating. 


Anlwcr. 


I anſiver firſt that this command is not in- 

T fanced as like in all things, but to this end 
that ſeeing this precept of teaching &c. mult 

J he vnderftood of all in general and each in 
I particular, and that there be ſuch commands 
in Scripture that though this of cating and 
Z3 drinking 
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Gal.z-1. 
James 4.1 
1.Pari.5.3. 
x3.Cor.1.10 
ACct.25. 2. 
Act.17.22 


353 . Scripture miſtaken . | 
grinking this Sacrament might haue been fly 
yaderſtood that cach Ccriſtian is bound both 
toeate and drinke, as being a rhing very fea 
fable, yet this Sacramentall precept may be 
ynderſtood as the other muſt be, and if it bf 
oſfible tq vuderftand it ſo , our aduerſarie: 
will neuer be able to conuince thence the 
neceſſity for zuery particular to receaue bot 
kindes, and yet there will be a neceſſity by 
ycrtu of theſe words to receaue one. 
I Anſwer ſecondly that there is as great 
ueceſſity to ynderſtand this precept in Ae for 
relaid mannerdraywn from the truth of Scrip 
ure , as there is for ynderſtanding the com- 
tnand of teaching drawn for the force of na 
ture. That which followes the text in th 
enſuing yerſes makes this matter quite out 
of queſtion, tar though our Sauiour here de 
clared the neceſſity in the plurall number:Nif 
manducauerith &c. vnlcſſe you eate &c. of cating 
hisfteſh and drinking his blood as belonging " 
to the penerallity of Chriſtians, & the words,|*® 
in vobis,in Grecke, & vyuy, you ſhall not hauc 
life in you , ſignifie, according to the Greeke 
phraſe, very tamiliarly in $ cripture, amongſt you, 
which is referred to the whol congregation 
of Chriſtians, and nat to cach patricular, Yet 
when he expreſted himſclte in the fingula th 
number: Qui manducat hunc panem,qui manducath © 
ae &c, lic who catcth this bread , he whe a 
catct 


dri 
ſtat 


| Aginft commuton in one inde. 359 
| ghateth me 8c, and addeſſed his fpeach topar. 


Wa: icular perſons , he attributes eternall Ltc to 
Pl ſole eating of him , and that heauenly 
 þread as appcares in the faid text: he who eaterh 
4 1 $#e ſhall lixe_by me ; he who eateth this bread ſhall 
riedive for eyer &c. and henee it is clearly des 
tþ Puced not only that theſe words : ynleſſe ye 
orhþ4fe &c, doe not cuidently include ca _ne- 
 pcfliry for ' cucry particular; perſon to re« 
eceaue both Kkindes , but that they cannot 
a+ Þoffibibily include any ſuch neceſſity , wit- 
Thout a contradiction betwixt thistext and the 
xt following now citcd; for if he who cates 
he fleſh of our Sauiour hath cternall life , as 
Wi thoſe textes affirme, then it can not be true 
+ that vnleſſe cach particular both cate and 
\uefdrinke he ſhall not have life etcrnall, and 
«hence allo appcarcs a neceſſity of ynder. 
2;aftanding theſe'words, that though allin gene- 
ap rall be bound to receaue both amongſt them, 
\o[yet none in patticular is bound to receaue 
ara but cach is partially tqQ CONCurre ta aces 
eompliſh this command as each Apoſtle was 

- | that of teaching and baptizing all nations, 


My  ___ObicMion, 


) 


Some happily may anſwer with Cahuin 
t ——_— cating be only named in the text 
;;| Pow Cited , yet _—_— allo is there in- 


of duded, and to be ynderitood as being con« 
& 4 n<&cg 


A; F. 1 wy »# 4 *s 


Eate GTC. 
Anſwer. 


. That more is vnderſtood then is expreſſed 
in any place of, Scripture, .is not vppon light 
coniectures to be ſuppoſed, but to be prouued 
by ſolide! and comnuincing arguments, other, 
wiſc cach light headed Sonclft might at hiz 
pleaſure frame-to himlſelfe cettain apparent 
Ccongruities to- extend the words of Scriptus 
re,and to make them import morc then they 
ſignific in themſclues , and fo wultiplie Syns 
ecdoches whereſocuer it-comesto his pur 
ſe. Seeing thcreforc I haue ſhewed that there 
15 noe ncceflity to ſtrech. thele textes beyond 
the common and viuall tgnification of the 
words, by giuing at leaft a probable fatil= 
faction to whatſocyer they alleadge to proue 
the contrary, let our aduerfarics make good. 
that there it a neceſſity .of the drawing theſe 
words beyond their naturall -fignification, or 
that more words are ſuppoſed then are exe 
preſſed in the text, and we will yecld to this 
cxplication, 


But this diſcours of our Sariour: is ſo farre: 


fromgiuing the leaſt ground to any 1uch like, 
improprieties(the common refuge of our Ad- 
nerſaries when they cannot auoyd the force 
of the cxpreſſe words , and. proper ſepſe of 
| Scrip« 


_ nected with \t in the former text: ynleſſe you 


$crij 
and. 
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ouf$cripture) that it rather confirmesthe proper 
and native ſignitication of theſe words:he wha 

\ Yeateth- this bread ſhall live for ener: when he faith: 

6 1line by my father , ſo he who eateth 'me ſyall line 

d [ly me. whence is { at the lcaft mare probabily 

t then Proteſtants can proue the contrary) in« 

d [ferred that as our Sauiour. liucs totally and 

+ [compleately byhis father without the addis- 

$ tion of any thing. elſe , ſo Chriſtians live by | 
t Iworthily cating this -heauenly bread without | 
| the addition of drinking,or any other action | 
y [neceflary to pgiuc lite as a part of this Sacras 

* | ment. 4r 3's 

» | - But that I may make the expoſition which 
q 
1 
| 


lhayc piuen of theſe words, yet more plaine 
and forcible, I will propoſe an inſtance of a 
command of this kind giuen to. the Iſraelites 
« Feuer in matter of a Sacrament, where they Exod. 14- 
are in'generall commanded by families to ce» 
; [/ebrate the patſcouer by taking killing and 
ſhedding the blood and ſprinkling it vppon 
the poſts of their dores, rotting and cating the 
* Iraſchall lambe 8c.not that euery one in par 
- ticular was obliged to performe all theſe 
aQions;but ſome to one, and others to others 
' I with decency and-proportion, though abſo= 
lutly ſpeaking , cucry one in particular mult. 
haue concurred with the reſt to the perfore 
mance of them all, and yet the whol familly 
by concurring «partially were obliged to the 
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om__ of all. and happily this myſtery 


cing 4 figure of the Euchariſt ; the only 
command of gating without any mention > | 
to Thc 


drinking may .giue {ome adnanta 

couſtome of extrlp alone anal Rows 
Catholiques , but this only by the way as a 
congruence, And yet to come ncrer to our 


preſent Queſtion , when our Sauioar in the | 
command piuen in the inſtitution: doe thy &c, || 


commanded that what he had done , as ſub- 
Ranrially belonging to this Sacrament, ſhould 
be done inhis þ i. pu" is,that this myſtery 
ſhould be celebrated,the hoſt and chalice. cons 
facrated, the bady and blood of out Sauiour 
yndloodily be facrifized and receayed,yetnoe 
Chriſtian dare affirme that all theſe actions 
here commanded were to be perfarmed by 
eucry Chriſtian jn papticulay, for then all 
Chriſtian men, weomen and children were 
to performg the affice of Prieſts , but that 
euery one was ta cancutre to the perfor- 
mance afthis preceprt by doin what _— 
to his degree and calling : and ſeeing all thele 
ations now mentioned weye not to be per« 
formed by cach Chriſtian, how can it be cuer 
prouucd that cach was bath to cate & drinke, 
ſocing that by performance of cither of thelſs 
actions mon. , cach might partially cons 
curre to the accompliſhment ofthat precept, 
as they may alſo to this ; niſi 1mauducaneriti 
pnleſſe 


54 
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Ynlefſearou eate the fleſh of the ſone of man and 
drinke his blood, you ſhall not baue life in you: that is 
ynleſſe you concurre each in particularto the 
performace of this command either by eatin 
alone ot drinkin alone, or performing bot 
topeather , each reſpectively to his cg 
othce and order preſcribed by the church, 
you ſhall not haue life amongſt you, that is | 
theſe ations are neceſſary that life may be 
found in the Church of Chriſt, or amongſt 
Chriſtians.for this'is 4 command which muſt 
be fulfilled among them, and all are bound 
in particular to CONCUTre , one yay of other, 
tothe fulfilling of it, ſeeing there is noe reafon 
that one ſhould be more obliged then [an 
pther , and fo if ny qne were not obliged, 
none in particular would be bound to fulfill 
it, and then enery one in particular might 
Iawtully abſtaine and conſequently there 
would be noc performance ofthis command 
amonpſt Chriſtians, which would make the 
command to be void and of noe effec, quite 
contraty to the cxpreſſe words and intention 
of our Sauioux. 

From this whol diſcours may appeare 
what an vaworthy and baſe citceme our ade 
ucrſaries frame of the moſt ſacred body and 
blood of our Sauiour,not thinking thateither 
of them ( as they are in this Sacrament) isfit 
and capablc to conferre fauing grace to ſuch 


az 
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.as denoutly. receaue them, which cannot buſftext 
derogate inſufferably from that infimte worthſ bf t 
and dignity which all Chriſtians haue euetſ the! 
conccaued. in them. for as it is a moſt certaineſ one 
and'receaued tenet that not only the ſhedding] exp 
of the leaſt drop of his moſt precious blood] pat 


but the leaſt action or motion of his molt 1a. 
cred body was abundantly ſnfficjent for the 
redemption of the whol world,and a million 
of worlds more:why ſhould they now call 1 


Queſtion the ſufficiency of the fame body 1 


' and blood receaued apart each of them to 
communicate ineffab.le fauours and graces 
{all grounded in his facred paſſion) to the 


worthy reccauers of them, 
"in ObieCion. 

If they anſwer that they doubt nat of the 
wotth and power of each of theſe, but of the 
will of our Sauiour whether he ordained 
that they ſeparately or only ioyntly ſhould 


conferre grace, or commanded that allwaycs 


both ſhould be receaned? 
Anſwer, 


COU 


I anſwer that ſecing noe leſſe the body 
then the blood of our Sauiour as pareny 
taken in the Euchariſt is abondantly in it ſelte 
ft and able to ſandific the ſoule of him who 
dewly reccaucs it, and that there is noe clecre 

7 | | text 
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bufſtext in Scripture which conuinces that one 


ItH, 
UC! 


bf them alone can not fanifie, or rather that 
there be moſt ckere texts-which proue that 


inel one atone cat doe it:and that there is noe 


ING 


expreſſe command ginen in Scripture to all 


patricular Chriſtians to receauc both and the 


couſtome both of the primitiue, ancient, late; 
and modctne church 1s cuidently to the con- 
trary,I cannot ſee what can haue mouued out 
aduerſaries tothinke that one kinde fuffices 
not;laue a low and meane efteeme they baue 
of the vertu and force of our Sauiours body 
and blood conftdercd ſeparately in themſcl- 
ues in this Sacrament. 

The fecond defe& of refpet and renee 
tence which our aduerfarics ſhew to the ſa- 
cred blood of Chrift in this particular is the 
little care they haue how much of that dis 
vine chalice and how often it be ſpilt yppon 
the ground, ſprinkled yppon the cloarhes of 
communicants,caſt out of the facred veflels, 
abuſed,loſt,trod vnder foot by a thoufand in« 
diſcretions, irreuerences,negligeces,miſchan= 
ces by reaſon of the great multitudes of 
people of all moſt all ages, ſexes, conditions, 
who not only once of twice a ytare , as 
amongſt'the new reformers,but each month, 
forttnight and weeke communicate through 
out 'the' whol Roman Church , as dayly cx- 
perienees teach; and eſpecially in the former 

age 
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prance for the Catholiques to reccaue both 
indes for theyr comfort , they found not 


withſtanding all the diligences which mo. |, 
rally could be vicd,ſo,many and great incons" 


ueniences in this kirid both to the cormmuni- 
canrs and Pricſts that they quicly grew weary 
of it, and were compelled to leaue ir of. But 
our aduerfaries eyther not belceuing it is his 
precious blood , or little regarding what be 
WO they belceue it, will and muſt 

haue the vic of the chalice , though it be 
affeted with a thoſlai:d irreuerences , to fas 
tisfice theyr willfull, and vagrounded impor- 
tunity. But Roman Catholiques beare both 
a tender loue to this moſt pretious blood of 
our Sauiour,and fo indeauour all they can to 
preſerue it from all irreuerences and preuent 
all occaſions as much as 19 poſſible of indan« 
ring the leaſt drop'of the conſecrarcd chas 
ice to be ſpilt at loſt ; and frame amoſt high 
eſteeme of his facred body as contcyned 
ynder the formes of bread to be alone ſuffi 
cient to feed themto cternall life. Imitating 
1n both theſe the care and efteeme ofthe pri= 
mitiue church , which both impoſed very 
heauy atid ſcucte penatices vppon all ſuch as 
permitted any the leaf quantity ofthe facred 
chalice to be ſpilt, and was accouſtomed to 
giue this Sacrament ſometimes in orgs of 
r 


age in | ohemia where leaue havitg beep brea 
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"Albread only both to hermites in the wildernes; Dio. K- 
"*Ipilgrimes in theyr journics , ficke perſons in lex.cp,ad 
theyt beds, laymen in theyr houſes and chil- Sabia. 
in the church:and in fornie of wine only 
tolittle infants in their cradles, whichcleerely ps. 
eoriuitices that the primittue church had noc n.wak w_ 
beleefe or knowledgement of any abſolute Enaſli.4. 
neceſſity or diuine precept to receaue altyayes ©-359 _ 
doth;which not withſtanding as it read as dis —— 
ligently , fo vnderſtood ir more clearly and 9358 
obſerucd more punRtually the laws ud Came 
mads of Chriſt,thcn our aducrlarics now docs 
Some there arc who being conuinced; of 
the recall prefence, and that there is neither 
neceſſity nor command in Scripture of rc- 
ecauing allivayes both, notwirhitanding for 
the precedent places objected, ſay that cuery 
—— Chriſtian is obliged "Avg wn in 
is ife to communicate vnder both at the 
ſame time , and thus they eſteeme them- 
ſelues both to agree with thofe places of 
Scripture now cited which affirme that by 
cating alone cternall life is acquired,and auoid 
thoſe inconueniences which happen to the 
blood of our Sauiour amongſt ſuch mulcitu- 
des of Chriſtians fo frequently communicate 
ng by granting that this Sacrament ordina- 
rily may be receaucd vnder the formcs of 
bread only : and agree with the practiſe of 
the /primitiue Chriltians who though they 


often 


I- 


i 
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oftch tecciucd ynder one ma of wheti 
the other could not conueniently be had: yet 
at other times they received publickly vnder 


both:and on the other ſide conforme. theme| * 
{clues both to the inſtitution of our Sauiour| * 


and thoſe other precepts of recciuing both 
by doing it ſometimes in their lives when the 
precept obliges. This opinion though it ſeeme 
taircly to compole all difficulrics , yet the 
newneſle and vnhardnefle of it, where there 
nothig cle, render it {uſpe& of luperticiali 

and fallhood , for how is it poſſible that aid 
Chriſtian ſhould hauc ſo weighty an obliga- 
tion,and neither any dotour in the moderne 
Roman Church, ſo much as dreame of it,nor 
any amongſt her preſent aducrſaries once 
preſicit againſt ys,or thinke of it themſclues. 
orif welooke to the late fiue hundred yeares 
before vs where in it hath.been the conſtome 
in many particular churches to communicate 
publickly ynder the formes of bread only 
without the leaſt reflection or practiſe of any 
ſuch precept, as S. Thomas wittneſles, tho 

churches always communicating the laity' 
vnder one kind: only, or if we er tothe 
primitiuc times , there is noe ſtep nor impreſ- 
tion ro be found of any 29-08 ha then 
they not ſometimes only or eucr by way of. 


diuine precept;for ſo much ascan be gathered 
jrom the 


authaurs of thoſe rimes ; but; fre-. 
quently 


—"- »F- BYE... 
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quently in publick cclebrations of thoſe my- 
ſeries commnnicated vndcr both. and thoſe 
childeren which commuinicated ynder one 
only kinde,we ncuer read to hauc communi- 
cated vnder both , though they died in their 
childhood , which not. withſtanding they 
ſhould hauc done, had the Chriſtians of the 
primitiue times beleeued any ſuch need,as is 
here conceiued of ſometimes communicating 


ender both. how , I fay, is it poſſible thar this_ 


opinion ſhould be true & ſolide ſecing neither 
modernenor ancient,nor primitiye ttmes,not 
fricndsnor aduerſarics of the Roman Church 
fo much as once mention it > but beſide the 
newneſlc it hath othetreaſons enough to con- 
uince it of talſhood, for firſt when the prime 
tive Chriſtians communicated little infants 
preſently after baptiſme vnder the formes 
of wine,only they neuer are read to haue gi. 
uenit vnder both it they came to be in dager 
of death when, they had acquired ſtrength 
enough to receaue both ;which notwithſtand= 
ing they had been obliged to doe had there 
been any diuine precept obliging all Chri- 
ſtians to teceaue both fomctimes or at leaſt 
once in their lives | 
Secondly the fame difficulty may be preſſed 
againſt this new hatched — children 
arriucd to the age of (ix or {cauen yeares who 
bcing accouſtumed in the ay” uh Church 
3 [9 
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to conſumate the particles or reliquies of the 
facred hoſts, raceaued vnder the formes of 
bread only, for there is nota ſtep imprinted 
in antiquity of conferring both Kirides to 
them when they came to dy about that ape; 
The like is of hermites who lived per- 
petually ir! the deſerts and had the conſtome 
of taking with them the moft bleſſed Sacra- 
ment vnder the formes of bread only. _ 

But that which diſcouuers mot cleerely the 
ron cxiſtency of thisnew tangled opinion, is 
that it bathy noe groundin holy Scripture. for 
when our Saitiour faith Iohi.6 he whoeaterh this 
bread ſhall live for euer , wholocuet holds this 
opinion muſt fay that he who receaues de« 


- uoutly vnder the forme of bread only  re« 


ceaues grace and fpiriruall life in his ſoul; 
fuppole therefore that (tilt perſeucring in that 
grace receaued he come to die before he te- 
cciue ynder both kindes,certainly he will be 
fued ; which ſhewes cuidently that the re- 
ccauing of both kindes before death is not 
neceſſaty to ſaluition neceſſitate med ( as the 
{choole ſpcakes) that is,ſo neceffary that (al. 
gation cars noe more be acquired without it, 
then it car be withour faith , or the grace of 


God: tieither can commrnion vnder both 


kindes be faid to be necetfary to faluation 
neceſſitate precepti , or by diuine precept : for 
theſe words of S,Foh.c. 6.nift maducaueritis cars 
nem 


Againfl coninumion in one kinde. av 


nem fily homimi &c.being a mere eclaration of 


a truch,canot properly be ſaid to be a-precept 
or command and rather ſeemes to include ne 
cefſitatem mediz then precepti. and what» 
ſocuer command may be deduced from thoſc 
words , or preſſed from ,any other place of 
Scripture, I haue allready ſhewed ro be of 
noe fofce;to put a neceſfitic vppþon all- Chri. 
ſtians to receave yader both kindes, either all 
wayes when they . frequent this Sacrament, 
or at any time intheir lines, | 

| What Lanſwer to this opinion will caſily 
preueat .the forging of an other of the like 
nature that might happily occurre.to ſome 
quaint noueliſt, rring 4p there thould be 
noe neceſlity. of euer receauing both kindes 
at the ſame time, yet theſe wards of S.Tohn: 
Pnleſſe you eate the fleſh of the ſone of man and 
drinks his blood , you ſhall not baue life in you , im- 
port a neceſſity of both cating and drinking 
at the lcaſt at ſcuerall rimes, now doing the 
one and.then the other, which being done, 
each Chriftian .may be truly faid both tro 
han eaten the fleſh and drunke the blood of the fone 
of may, and foe 11 ufficicatly to haue fullfilled 
this declaration of our Sauiour. This imagi- 
nation, I fay,is wholy cut of by what I haue 
anſwered to the former opinion, (to omit the 
nouelty of this —— for the community 
of Chriſtians , comply uſficiently with this 


Aa 2 Come 


mw _ - 
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> command , if ſome receiue vnder the forme 
of bread , and, others of wine , this being "Na 
amongſt themſclues to haue both eaten the fleſh, | 4 
&nd drunke the blood of the ſone of man , _——_ * 
f.each in particular doc not both of them, the 
£. ++ . command beiug giuen not inthe fingular but}, . 
in the plurall aumber. __ 
. 4/, {// > Now thatTI may conuince cuen from the] 
../*,.5 confeſſion of our Aducrſaries , that commu-f 
$ Pr, nion ynder both Kindes is not neceſſary to ** 
| (aluatior t. Fe P ri 
1. Firſt whatſocuer Luther holdsin ſome 


places, (as he is moſt vnconſtant in his afſer- | 
tions) yet in very many others, he clearly de- a 
fines , that communion vnder both kindes is || 
not neceſlary to ſaluation,nor was euer com- f 


manded by our Sauiour. De capt: Babyloni- 
Cz, c.de Euchariſt. in Declar. in ſerm.de Eu- 6” 
chariſt. a ſe habito. de formul# Miſſz. In was 
aſſertionibus. Artic.16.Epiſ.ad Bohemos To- | ; 
mo 2.Germanico.fol. too.In alia editione To« } _. 
mo 7, fol.360. libro de vtraque fpecie Sacra- P 
menti:$i veneris ad locnm,tn quo yna tantitm ſpecies 
miniſtratur, accipe tantum vnam , quemadmodum || 1. 
w1 accipiunt;ſt prebentur dug,dnas accipe, nec quid- he 
quam ſingulare infer , nec te multitudini oppone. If | x 
thou comeſt to a place where one only kinde is admi= n 
niſtred, receiue one only; if where both, receine both, 
and induce noe ſinoularity, not appoſe thy (elfe to the 
ron warns Li, rpdſe thy ſo ( 
2.Thc | * 
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2. The ſame isheld by Mclancthon,in locs- - * 


com.cdir.2.nu,155;.ſol.78. 
3. Andin the Engliſh Statutes.In the firſt 


Parlament vader K.Edward the 6.pag. 818,,, 
In cale of neceſſity communion ynder one” ' 


kinde is permitted ; neyther is any way con= 
demned the vſe cf thoſe Churches where 
communion ynder the forme of bread only is 
pradtiſed. 

| Which clearly proue that, thoſe Engliſh 
Proteſtants held not communion ynder both 
kindes neceſfary to ſaluation. 

And here I make an end of this whol 
treatis, which (had the ſpirit of Chriſtian hus 
mility,and obedience perſcucrcd in the harts 
of Chriſtians) need neucer hauc been be- 
eunne;and was vngdertaken for no other end, 
then to let the miflead ſpirits, of our age and 
country ſee, how little reaſon they either had 


inthe beginning ornow hauc, to dilobey the , 


precepts,and contradid the decrees, of theyr 
noe leile tender , then powerfull mother the 
vniuerſall Church; that being noe other, nor 


better then a weake pretence of Scripture miſta+  , 


ken the common plea of all ſearies againſt 
the general] cape” 5 of Chriſtendome. For 
this miſtake ofa few curious and dilquict No 


weliſts, the myſticall body of Chriſt muſt be , v3; 
rent in peeces, Kingdomes and Prouinces' 
ſwinnc in each others blood, Churches, and 
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Religious howſes, the monuments of Chri- 
ſian pycty, raſed-and defaced; citries facced 
and pillag-d , contries diſpcopled and defo- 
lated,cattles burned, familics'ruined , parents 
athed in their own teares, theyt children 
balffamilhe, like thoſe of the Ifraclifes, crying 
out tor bread.and note found to giue it then; 
and thatT may ſhut vp all, in thoſe fad lynes 
of Vincentius Lirenenſis Commonitorio 1; 
c:6.\peaking of the Arrian berefie and 'piuing 
noe {ele a true deſcription of thoſe , then a 
preſage of our tymes, after he had declared 
10w the 'whol Romane Empire was ſhaken, 
the weſt and eaſterne Churches cyther by 
fraud or force, dangerouſly infetcd,and all 
things bork ſacred and Prophane , diſtemp- 
red, and diltrated, he vſes theſe words, Tun 
temerat'e coniuges,depullate viduz,prophanate vir= 
vines,dilacerata mona#teria, difſturbati cerici, verbe= 
rats Lenit.e, acti in exilium Sacerdotes,oppleta ſantti 
ergaſtula,carceres metalla. Then maricd wocmen 
were abuſed , widdows diſpoylcd , of they! 
putple mourning hs Crops virgins pro= 
haned , monaſteries torne in peeces, clergic 
men diſplaced, Leuites beaten. pricſts ſearinto 
baniſhment , dungeons , priſons , and mettle 
mines fild with Saints. O vnhappy,and ac- 
curſed miſtake! what mifcheefs haft thou all- 
ready wrought,and art fti]] a working in the 
þozam 'of Chriſtendom ! how _— 
4 By =_ * OO - 


es 
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hoodwinkt the eyes , bewitched the cares, 
clowded the braines, and {ct on fyer the harts 
of miſtaken Chriſtians , who axe {oe deeply 
belotred, with thee, thatlike one in arrenzie, 
they can neyther beleeue,nor indure to heare 
that they are miſtaken : and yet are not to be 
deſcrted as wholy deſperate and incurable, 
there 15ſt] a ſunne which can dart a beame 
of light into theyr ſouls, to diſcoyer theſe 
cymerign clouds;a ncuer erring tryth tq cor- 
red theſe miſtakes , and a moſt prouident 
wildqme,to lead them to the cgrtaine way of 
{aluation. Deare comprymen ,1I haue only exe 
poled betore your cycs (and more I cannot) 

a clcare looking glaſle wherin you may be= 
hbold;the fouleſt,groſſeſt,and moſt dangerous 
of your miſtakes,and beholding, loath them, 
and loathing leaue them, though you leaue the 
whol world, and your own lucs with them, 

for being oncediſcouured,left they mult be, 

cr Gog will Icauc you. | 
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THE INDEX. 
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A Noels hane been worſhipped in Scriptures | 


— P3g-34-3F» 


Angels indued with ſupernaturall graces. 16.17.18«| 
How he Arke u called God. 293«| 


B 


B Ez4.Tranſlates in all the Euangeliſts and $.Paul, 


tor is my Body,fignifics my Body. 514. 
Beza ſayes that theſe words , which is powred out 


for you,ss they ſtand inthe Greeke, are crept out | 


of the margent into the text. 214-215» 
How our Sautours trtie body i broaken. 200.201. 
| 102.103. Chriſt never ſaid,this is my Body, 

thatis to ſay,a comemoration of my Body. 

215-216.217. Nor could ſay ſoe.218c21 9.05 

$. Paul cals' the conſecrated elements , the bread, 

and cup of eur Lord.2 53.2 55.256. Why the 


conſecrated Hoaſt is called bread. 265.266. | 


The Hoaſt is called noe otherwiſe bread after con= 
ſecration,then wine was called water.T0.6. 196. 
Bread taken,but not giuen by or Sauionre193-194 
Natural! bread cannot be really the Body of Chriſt. 
213-0 257. True natural! bread cannot be 
the Body of Chriſt , as his true fleſh is called bread 
To.6. 281.44 28g. The Apoſtles did not eate 
bread remaning bread, but bread made the 
Body of Chriſt as in Cana of Galilee, they did 
not drinke water remayning water, but water 
Wade wine, 150.2 Fl. 
How 
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THE INDEX, 
"ol 


Fow the Chalice « the newTeStamet.231.232.0 


Whol particelar Chyrches aboue 400. yeares 
agoe communicated publickely ynder one kinde. 

How Circymcifjon t called the couenant. 
287.288, Commandements put ſhorter in 
one place of Scripture then in other.114.115. The 
dinifion of the Comwandements more reaſonable 


| according ts Catholicques then Proteſtants. 118« 


119, Noe Commandement left out of the Re= 
mane Bibles. 112.113s 


'Fo June" of Trents Dodrine of , worſhipping of 


y, | 


4 


1 
#3 


be 


Satns,and Angels.1.2.3.4 4nd how tbey pray to 
God for vs.ibidem. Concerning Images.69.7Oa 


| 71.72.73» Concerning luſtiſiccation. 137-138s 


to the 14.3. Concerning merit of good workese 
162. 163. 164. concerning good workes. 
$2.53. Concerning Pargatery. IONS. of 


the reall Preſence. 139.190... Concernn 
| communion vnder one kinde. 317.318.t0 322% 
| The ſecond Conucil of Nice concerning Ima= 


ges.83. Communion in one kin1e ſuppoſes the 
reall Preſence.Z23. How the Cup i the fruit of 


| the vine. 247-258. 
D. | 

Ininity of God neuer pictured by Romane 

Catholiques. 72+73s 


oe this &c. Signified nothing to be done in 


time of the Inſtitution. Doe this &c. 
cannot be extended to lay mens 347-to 350« 
Aa 1 Doulias 


THE INDEX, 


Doulia,i indifferently taken in Scripture for the 
worſhip of God,and of creature. 33+34-35s 
Drinke yce all,ſugnifies not all Chriſtians. 3 4+t0346, 


of 


_— only Tuſtifieth not, pronued by Scripture,14.3. 
144. 

Faith ioynd with other vertues the diſpoſition to the 

rt inſlification. 138.139.@ 153+ 

The fleſh, I0.6.cannet ſigpifie the fleſh of Chrutt. 

30Ze 
G. 
Some 'C Lory may be giuen to creatures but not 
that which is proper ta God. 26.27. 


I. 
F all worſhip of Image, weere forbidden, one place 
of Scripture wanld be catrary to annother.110.111s 
Image put for idel.105. a grauen Image ſignifies 4 
falſe God in the Proteſtant Bibles. L19s 
The name of Icfus is 4s much worſhipped by Pro= 
teſtants,as the pifture of lefus by Catholiques 28, 
VVhat an Idol properly «.8.81. VVhat in Image 
preperly 14.80.81. The difference betwixt an 1mas 
ve and an Idol. 82.83. How Images are ta be 
worſhipped.12.4.125. Grauen Image ſcarce ever 
put in Proteſtant Bibles but in place of words 
—_—_—_— Idoles,ov falſe Gatds.Irage-worſhip 
for Idolatry. 105.1066. Image added to Scrip« 
ture.g5.96.0 98.101. The worſhip done to 
the Image redownds to the perſone ngnyares 
fro 


In 
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proned by Scripture.132.133. Initification yot 
acquiret,but increaſed by good workes. 152. 
VVhat relation Images haye to God the Fader,and 
the holy Goff. 2b 75-76-77. 
K. 

In as) < Inde is 4 true Sacrament conferring gr a= 
N.ce.3 26.to 3N0. How theſe words,onleſſe 

yee eate &c.10.6. declare the neceſſity of receiuing 
both kintles. 351-10 35F« 


JT Ay people are depriued of noe grace neceſſary to 
ſaluation, by wanting one kinde. 328. 329. & 

' 334. Haw one Rinde is a compleate refection. 
332-333. How the attuall ſacramentallgraces 
of both kindes,are giut by each apart.23 F.& 349. | 
Noe lay man is bounl fome 'imes int his life rojre= y 
ceive vnder the forme of wine, eyther ioynly with 
the other kinde,or ſeparately. 397.398. | 
How the Lamb is called the Paſſouer. 289.0293. | 
Latria, s allwayes vſed in Scripcure ( when it is j 
brought for religious worſhip) ſor the worſhip dew 

to God only. 32.33-34. How eternall life is 4 
giſt of God.171.172.. Luther thaught the wards of. | 
conſecration most cleare. 313. 


M. 


© gx and Aduocate of 2.ſortes.60.91.624 
63. Merit of good wotkes tabes not a way 
humility, ; I'75* 
Thy 
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P. 
The Hebrew word Pheſcl, Exod. 20.fal(ſly tranſs 
laced Image.84.85. Pheſel tranſlated 1dol in 
ſome Proteſtant Bibles,Ilay 44. 8. 
Proteſtants pray 4s mych to ſinners onearth,as Cas 
tholiques to Sainfts in heauen.58.59. Proteitants 
worſhip bread and wine, as much as Romane Ca- 
tholiques worſhip Images.129.1 30. Proteſtants 
themſelues eſteeme it not neceſſary to ſaluation ta 
communicate vnder both kindes Diuiſions 
amongſt Praceſtants, and not among ft Catholiques 
in matter of the vnderſtqding Chriſt words.243, 
244. Proteſtants beare little or noe reuerence to 
the bloud of Chrift m this Sacrament .367, Pro- 
reitants frame a mo#t meane opmion of the Body, 
and the blood of Chriſt.36 5.366. Noe Scripture 
azainſt Purgatory. 182.183. 
Proofes out of Scripinre for Purgatory. 187. 
Six miſtranſtations in Ex.20.4. in theProteſtant 
Bibles. * 91.92.9394» 
R. | | 

R ©" and Religious taken in 2. ſenſes,in Scrip= 
LN. Te-21.22423.24.25- That which our S4- 
aionr gaue his Apoſtles in his las ſupper could be 
noe remembrance of his Body 22.2 223.0. How 
any thing may be 4 remembrance of it ſelfe. 227. 
228.229, How the Rock is called Christ 295. 

to 296. S, 
S Acraments according to theyr eſſentiall parts are to 
he bereceined, as they were 4 ome whenſoeuer 


they 


Sa 


All 
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| they are receined.325. The bare inflitution of « 


Sacrament induces to neceſſity no vecetueit. Je 


Sainds and Angels prayree to God for vs,are herad 


only trough the merits of Chriſt. 58.8:62.The wore 
ſhip of liuing|Saints as much forbidd? in Scripture; 
a of Angels.3 5. 26.VVhenfoener by praires we come 
to the Saints, we come mediately, but truly to 
Chriſt. $6.57. Iintreating the Saints to pray 
for vs is not a neceſſary meanes , but a profitabls 
helpe to ſalttation. 1.2.3.5 65. Saints indowed 
with ſupernatural graces. 16.17.18s 


Saturday commanded to be Kept holy.Ex.20.116, 


I17. The vvyords of Scripture are allways to be 
vnderſtood properly , vyhen noe other article of 
faith compells vs to the contrary. 315.416. The 
Scriptures allowes of praying to Saints departed, 
and Ange!s.65.67.68. Noe text in Scripture 
ſaies expreſſly that vve are iuſtified hy faith only, 
149.&c. Scripture miſtraulated. 78.79« 
80.81. & $8.39. an! fiomgF. to 127.128. 
Scripture eyther miſtranflated,or miſinterpreted, 
or miſſepplied,or miſuſed,or augmented,or altered, 
or reiected , and generally miſtaken one vvay , or 
other by Proteitants. per totum, 
The ſeauenth day not Sunday,but Saturday,and the 
lewiſh Sabbath. 116, 


All Seruice is not dew to God only. 29, 30s 


T; 


VVhat is meant by new Teſtament.23 5.2 36.0%. 


Tc ita. 


; NDEX. 
Teſtament in my blood , # not to fay, ſigne of 
_— — _ 
Threſkia , ſignifies ot vyorſhipping but Religion 
 45:46-47+ os vr 
Perpetual tradition teaches , that ſome allwayes e« 
ceived wnder one kinde. > 370. 
Oljeftions drawn from naturall reaſon againſt Tran= 
ſubſtantiation breefly anſweared. = 306.312, 
The torment of death , or F triall of malefattors 


ronches not ſouls of the inſt. 158, 

STS E | 

W the word this ſignifies,in, theſe vwords, 
thisis my Body. 107.108. 


VWords haue two ſignifications, ancient , and now in 


vſe.30, Fiuil and Eccleſiaſtical 31.32«. 


FVords of Scriprure are not to be extended beyond 


theyr ordinary ſignifioation,vvithout neceflity.361, 
t0 364. VVhen vyords ſpoaken to the Apoſtles 
are to be extended to others,and how farre. 334. 
344. Thewvords of conſecration vvhaly true 
according to Catholiques.24 5.246. The vvord 
eſt, iz, cannot be {1grufies. 301; VVhich are 
workes of the law.149.150.%c. and 156.157 
158.c5c.All Good workes and vvords are the 
gifts of God.164.God workes vvhich are fruits 
faith are pleaſing and acceptable to God inChriſt, 
according to Englifh Proteſtants. 167 


The difference betwixt Worſhip & ſerue. , 123«| 


To wvorſhip God us not to yyorſhip him only. 6.7. 
8.9. wvorſhip of 3. kindes.9.10,11, Religiou 
; worſhip 
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worſhip ſiritly taken dew to God only; 11.125 
Taken in 4 large ſenſe, may be giuen to treatures 
vvhich are indewed vvith ſupernaturall graces. 
t2.13.14n15.16.17.9%c Creatures commanded 
to be yyorſhipped.10$.i106. S.Iohnis as much 


forbidde to yveepe by an Angel,as to yvorſhip. 36s 


37-The vvorſhip vwuhich theRomane Church giues 
to Saints and Angels cannot be giuen to God 
pvithout blaſphemy,and ſacriiege. 25.26. Crea= 
tures may be yyorſhipped woith the yyorſhip of 
Doulia. 19.20. The worſhip of Latria giuen in 
Scripture to God only. The Angel Reuel.22. 
89. might forbid S.lohn to vvorſhip him out of 
humility,as $.Peeter did forbid Cornelis, At.10.« 


 pag25-26-37-38.39440. &c.S. Pant forbids noe 


yyor ſhipping of Angels , but vvhat makes them 
equall voith Christ, or ſuperiour to him. 48.49. 


es | Heathens vvorſhipped as Gods , the materiall Idoles 


vvhich pyere before them. 84.85.&6 
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APPROBATIO CENSORIYS 
Ide probatorumVirorum,&Theologorum, 
& mihi ſufficienter conſtat , hunc Iibrum cui 
titulus Scriptare miſtaken, 8c. anglice ſcriptum 
nihil continere quod non fit dodrinz Eccle. 
fiz Catholice , & bonis moribus conſonum, 
ideogue typis mandari poteſt. Antyerpiz hic 
23-Iulij 1655. 
C.Voochts Archidiaconus 
Antuerp.& lib.Cenſor; 


_— 


SYMMA PRIVILEGIL, 
; mmygrebedte Dei gratia Hiſpaniarum & Indid- 
rum &c.Rex Cathdlicus, Archidux Auftrie, Dux 
Burgundie, Brabantie, Cc. Sereniſs.mmus Belgarum 
Princeps diplomateſuo Regio ſanxit, ne qu;z intra de- 
cennium citral A COBIMEvRSIITypopraph 
Antuerpienſis voiuntatem hunc librum , ci tituls, 
Scripture miſtaken,8&c.{cu Tractatus de loci 
S.Scripturz male intclle&is a Nouatoribus 
Anglis, Auttere R.P.loanne S PENSERO SOC, 
Tesv, vilo modo imprimat , aut alibi locorum its 
preſſum in hanc Prounciam imporiet,venalemuie ex- 
ponat. Qui ſects faxit confiſcatione librorum,* alia 
graui pena multabitur : ſicut latias patet in litterid 
axtis Bruxelle 24. Aprilis 165 Fe 
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